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Abstract
AN EVALUATION STUDY OF THE CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL
APPROACHES EMPLOYED IN THE NORFOLK PUBLIC SCHOOLS GIFTED
PROGRAM
The purpose of this evaluation study was to determine the degree to which the
Norfolk Public Schools, Virginia, district elementary gifted program was aligned with the
National Association for Gifted Children Standards for curriculum and instruction as well
as to provide data on classroom use of differentiation in core subject areas, the types of
instructional techniques used, and the teachers' perceptions of effective use of researchbased differentiated strategies.
The evaluation questions were:-1) To what degree has the eighth recommendation
of the 2005-06 evaluation study been implemented in the Norfolk Public Schools (NPS)
district in regards to curriculum and instructional practices? 2) Are there differences
between gifted resource teachers and cluster teachers in the use of differentiated
instructional practices? 3) To what extent does the Local Educational Plan for the
Education of the Gifted (LEA) for Norfolk Public Schools align with the Curriculum and
Instructional NAGC standards?
Data were collected from gifted resource teachers and gifted cluster teachers via
surveys and focus group interviews as well as an interview with the Director of the Office
of Gifted Education. Teachers also self-reported their use of differentiated strategies and
their effective use on the COS-R scale.
Results indicated that differentiation is not being consistently used with gifted
students and that the NPS LEA is not aligned with the NAGC Curriculum and Instruction
standards. Teachers are more likely to use differentiated curriculum and instruction in
reading and math than science, social studies or writing. Stakeholders report limited
Xll

response to gifted students needs in classrooms. Cluster teachers and resource teachers
report the use of differentiated strategies as "somewhat effective." Cluster teachers report
significantly more effective use of curriculum, planning, and delivery than resource
teachers.
Implications for practice include: revision of the NPS Gifted Cluster model in
regards to curriculum and instruction; monitor the progress of the revisions of
differentiation practices; provide more support in order to effectively meet the needs of
gifted students in classrooms; increase professional development focused on
differentiated instruction and curriculum in the cluster model; use research-based
differentiated materials rather than to expect teachers to create their own. Implications for
research would suggest that the need for more research studies that focus on the effects of
differentiated instruction and curriculum on gifted students' learning. Longitudinal
studies which focus on the long term benefits of differentiated curriculum and instruction
to gifted students are also needed.
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Chapter I

Statement of the Problem
"Equality in education does not require that all students have exactly the same
experiences. Rather, education in a democracy promises that everyone will have an equal
opportunity to actualize their potential, to learn as much as they can" (Fielder, Lange &
Winebrenner, 2002, p. 109).
Across the nation, gifted education programs need to be evaluated, which, the
United States Department of Education brought to the forefront of the gifted education
debates in their report National Excellence: A Case for Developing America's Talent
(1993). The report found that many gifted students are failing to achieve to their fullest
capability. While educational reform proponents have focused on raising the bar for the
lowest students, they must also raise the standards for America's brightest students. The
report identified several areas in need of revision, including definitions of gifted and
talented and identifications of a more diverse population, standards of learning, and a
unified curriculum. In 1998, the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC)
released the Pre-K-Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards in an effort to provide researchbased standards for gifted programs across the nation. Legislators and policymakers have
increased the demands for accountability, but, the literature exhibits a deficit in the
research on the evaluation of gifted education programs (VanTassel-Raska, 2006), which
is due in part to the lack of support of gifted programming.
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Gifted education is also at-risk in our nation because of confusion within the field
about the best means of servicing and identifying gifted learners. Without unification of
the field, it will be difficult to convince policymakers and educators to get on board with
programming options for gifted education especially in light of the recent economic
hardships, budget cuts, and federal mandates (Renzulli & Reis, 1991).
In order to understand the plight of gifted education, one must first understand the
legislation and mandates affecting it. In the United States, public education funding is a
responsibility that is reserved for the states, but in recent years the federal government
has become more involved in the educational system. In 2001, the No Child Left Behind

Act (NCLB) was created to close the achievement gap by raising standards and
accountability. The increased pressure on states and districts to bring together all levels of
ability has played a large role in the reduction of the gifted education services offered
(Zirkel, 2004 ). This unfortunate side effect is a result of the negative perception that
gifted learners are already achieving, and therefore do not need additional support
(VanTassel-Baska, 2006). When so many students are failing, providing support for a
group of children who are already above proficiency is overlooked (Colangelo,
Assouline, & Gross, 2005; VanTassel-Baska, 2006), but- gifted learners deserve an
education that challenges them and meets their learning needs. The National Excellence
report, created years before NCLB, suggest a pattern of lack of attention to the needs of
the gifted.
Gifted education has also been addressed on the federal level by the 1972
Marland Report, which defined gifted and talented education as well as ways to identify
and service these students. As a result of this report, federal funding was set aside for
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gifted and talented programming until 1981. Federal funding was reestablished in 1988
with the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Student Education grant program. The Javits
Act provides federal funding to gifted programs through the award of grants. Although
the Javits Act is limited in the amount offunding, it is important to the success of some
gifted programs and research since it provides the desperately needed funding that would
otherwise be unavailable.
Due to the lack of federal legislation, decisions about gifted education
programming are left up to individual state's legislation, regulations, and policies (Zirkel,
2004). Thirty-four states have mandates requiring the identification of and servicing of
gifted learners with varying degrees of funding, while seven states have neither mandates
nor funding in place for their gifted education programs (Davidson Institute's GTCyberSource, 1996). In Virginia, state policies require the identification and servicing of
high-ability learners (Hubbard, 2002), but local school districts determine the specifics
about which identification procedures and service models are implemented. This lack of
consistency in mandates and policies significantly contributes to the ineffectiveness of
gifted education programs.
State gifted education department personnel struggle to gain the support of
legislators and school districts because of the lack of data showing positive outcomes of
gifted programming. Without program evaluations and data-driven assessments,
administrators view gifted programming more as extracurricular programming than
rigorous academics. Program evaluation is essential to the success of gifted education,
but the majority of program evaluation studies that have been completed have not shown
positive growth for students in the program due to lack of available data (VanTassel-
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Baska, 2006). When departments of gifted education choose not to implement the
recommendations of evaluation studies, they severely limit the growth of their
departments, but they also decrease the value of the program evaluation. Gifted education
departments across the nation need to become change agents if they wish to transform the
negative perceptions of legislators, policymakers, parents, teachers, and students toward
gifted education. Research-based program evaluation studies and follow-up studies are
clearly necessary in the field of gifted education.
Purpose of the Study

The Norfolk Public Schools (NPS) Department of Research, Testing & Statistics
conducted an Evaluation of the Elementary School Gifted Cluster Model: 2005-06 and
presented their results to the School Board. This report recommended eight different
methods to improve gifted education services. They are:
1. the development of a comprehensive guide for the gifted cluster
2. the improvement of communication within the department, and community
3. the reduction in the amount of time to fill staff vacancies
4. the creation of a professional development plan
5. the revision of the identification process and increase efforts to identify minorities
6. the development of a systematic process for assessing and reporting progress of
students served by the elementary cluster model
7. the coordination of these recommendations with the Local Plan for the Education
of Gifted Students
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8. the development of a plan for the second phase of evaluation including a
curriculum review and direct observation and assessment of classroom instruction
(NPS, 2006)

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree to which the Norfolk
Public Schools district elementary gifted program is aligned with the NAGC standards in
regards to curriculum and instruction, as well as to provide data on the use of
differentiated strategies in core content areas, their type, and classroom instructional
techniques currently being used to provide gifted education services in the district.
Evaluation Questions
1. To what degree have the recommendations of the 2005-06 evaluation study
been implemented in the Norfolk Public Schools district in regards to
curriculum and instructional practices?
2. Are there differences between gifted resource teachers and cluster teachers in
the use of differentiated instructional practices?
3. To what extent does the Local Educational Plan for the Education of Gifted
Students (LEA) for Norfolk Public Schools align with the Curriculum and
Instructional NAGC standards?
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it provides evaluation data on the grouping
model currently used by Norfolk Public Schools for gifted education. Program evaluation
is critical to the success of the gifted program. In order to determine the success of the
gifted program, one must first determine if the program is doing what it says it is doing
(VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 2004). Additionally, this study is significant because it
6

provides data on classroom instruction that may be used to improve services to gifted
learners in Norfolk.

Definition of Key Terms
1. Curriculum Compacting: A strategy used to accelerate gifted learners through
material. Students are compacted out by demonstrating mastery of the
material through a pre-assessment (Renzulli & Reis, 1998) ..
2. Gifted Resource Teacher: This teacher provides gifted services to identified
elementary gifted students on a weekly basis. Typically, the teacher will
provide between one and three hours of service per week. The gifted resource
teacher (GRT) collaboratively plans with the gifted cluster teacher; in addition
the gifted resource teacher tests students who have been referred to the
program. The gifted resource teacher also provides a link between the Office
of Gifted Education and the elementary school, with the goal of keeping the
principal, teachers, parents, and students informed of the happenings in the
department (Gentry, 1999).
3. Gifted Cluster Teacher: This teacher teaches a cluster of six to eight gifted
students in a regular education classroom setting. The gifted cluster teacher
(GCT) receives professional development training on the needs of gifted
learners (Gentry, 1999). In NPS, the cluster teachers work with students daily
and receive assistance from a resource teacher assigned to them (NPS LEA,
2008).
4. Gifted Leamer: Students who possess the unique characteristics of highability learners. These students are identified as gifted according to the NPS
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guidelines which state that a gifted child is one that has unique learning needs
that cannot be met through the regular curriculum.
5.

Differentiated Instruction: Varying the instruction by content, process, and
product in order to meet the needs of the students based on the students'
readiness levels, interests, and learning profile (Tomlinson, 1999).

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
Delimitations are limitations that the researcher deliberately imposes on the study
(Rudestam & Newton, 2007). The delimitations in this evaluation study are the narrow
scope, which focused specifically on the curriculum and instructional strands of the LEA
and NAGC standards, and the focus on the elementary gifted program in Norfolk itself.
Limitations are constraints on the study that the researcher cannot control that
threaten the internal validity of the study (Rudestam & Newton, 2007). One limitation of
this study was the ability to generalize the results to other school districts and gifted
education programs. Evaluation studies focus only on one context and are interested in
judging effectiveness of programming in that context only. Thus one cannot make
generalizations about all school districts.
A second limitation to this study was the sample size. The small number of
elementary gifted resource teachers and gifted cluster teachers required a high rate of
return in order to collect enough data to be analyzed at a level of significance.
Additionally, due to time constraints, the researcher was unable to conduct classroom
observations although classroom observations would have been the ideal method for
gathering data on teacher instructional practices. Instead participants self-reported on the
Classroom Observation Scale (COS-R) and the researcher-developed survey.
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Chapter II
Review ofLiterature
In order to better understand the Norfolk gifted program, one must first
understand the research and literature behind the model employed to deliver services,
differentiation in respect to instruction, and differentiated curriculum for the gifted. The
following literature review provides the research basis for this evaluation study. The
literature review is divided into three major strands: gifted education grouping models,
differentiated instruction, and differentiated curriculum. A table of specifications is
located at the end of each section to organize the major research findings.
Elementary Gifted Education Grouping Models
The educational reform movement has reduced the number of hours gifted
students receive in pull-out models while increasing the amount of time spent in the
regular education classroom (Gallagher et al., 1997). Because of the increased amount of
time spent in the classroom, the grouping model used to service gifted learners must
change to consider and evaluate research-based grouping models that are based on the
best fit for the gifted learner and the individual school district (Rogers, 1998). Research
shows that when the grouping model is matched with to gifted learner's abilities and
interests on a daily basis, additional academic growth as much as one third to one half a
year is possible with positive effect sizes of .35 to .49 (Rogers, 2002). This section of the
literature review examines three different grouping models; (See Table 1) full-time
homogenous grouping, pull-out programs, and the cluster grouping model; the model
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implemented by the Norfolk Public Schools district. Additionally, this section of the
literature review examines the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC)
standards and the Local Educational Plan for the Education of Gifted Students.

Full-time Homogenous Grouping Model
Full-time homogenous grouping occurs when students are grouped together in a
classroom by their intellectual ability. In this model, the advanced students are all
grouped together in a self-contained classroom, as are low and average students. This
type of grouping provides the environment needed to challenge students on a daily basis
while the students receive instruction and curriculum at their level ofknowledge, skill,
developmental stage, and learning rate (Feldhusen, 1989; Slavin, 1988). Homogenous
grouping offers academic advantages to high-ability learners through uniformity of
instruction and objectives (Lou, Abrami, Spence, Poulsen, Chambers & d' Apollonia,
1996).
In 1991, Kulik and Kulik conducted a meta-analysis of grouping practices. Of the
25 studies evaluated, 19 reported higher levels of achievement for gifted students when
homogenously grouped. Eleven of these studies reported statistical significance, all of
which related to homogenous grouping (Kulik & Kulik, 1991 ). These academic
advantages include a faster paced curriculum, challenging work, better discussions, and
higher levels of motivation. In another recent study, homogenous grouping, with
adjustments made to the curriculum, showed significant gains for gifted students
(Emmons, 1993; Tieso, 2003 ).
Research has also shown that self-contained gifted classes have more hands-on
activities and independent learning than regular education classrooms as well as more
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motivated teachers (Lee & Olszewski-Kubilius, 2006). Homogenous grouping is
effective with gifted learners because they are able to work with like-minded peers who
can keep them challenged, a state which has affective and cognitive benefits. This type of
grouping has been shown to have positive effects on gifted learners across research
studies (Allan, 1991; Kulik & Kulik; Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Lin-Cohen & Hertzog, 2007;
Slavin).
Shields (2002) conducted a comparative study of student perceptions towards
homogenous grouping which showed that grouping students based on student
achievement has a positive effect on student learning. Students continued to show yearly
academic gains when there is a daily challenge (Slavin, 1987). The comparative study
between students in homogenous and heterogeneous groups showed that students had
lower self-concepts initially in the homogenously grouped class but in the long term they
had higher self-concepts (Shields, 2002). Students experience a short-term dip in their
self-confidence level when they are no longer the smartest students in the classroom but
are competing against peers of similar levels of intelligence for class rank (Shields) yet
rebound quickly.
Disadvantages of full-time homogenous grouping as perceived by gifted students
include more intelligent peers, higher expectations, heavier workload, and increased
stress levels (Adams-Byers, Whitsell & Moon, 2004). Another disadvantage is the lack of
social experiences involving interaction with other same aged peers of different levels of
intelligences when each level is self-contained. The negative effects of homogenous
grouping extend to the lower-level groups as well, who often sense that they are being
tracked and that the gifted class is elitist (Adams-Byers et al.; Shields, 2002).
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Pull-out Grouping Model
The second gifted grouping model is the pull-out, which historically has been the
most popular model used by school districts (Cox, Daniel & Boston, 1985; Delcourt,
Cornell & Goldberg, 2007). When Cox et al. conducted a survey research study in the
1980's to determine the gifted programming practices in the United States, they
discovered that almost 80% of all gifted programs used the pull-out model (Cox et al.;
Swiatek & Lupkowski-Shoplik, 2003). In 2003, Lin-Cohen and Hertzog conducted a
study to examine student participation in grouping models. They found that 40% of the
students participated in pull-out programs, which was the most widespread grouping
model experience for gifted students in this study.
Pull-out programs are designed so that gifted students receive services from the
gifted resource teacher outside of the classroom between one and three times a week for
thirty minutes to an hour (Delcourt, et al; Rogers, 2002). When not being serviced by the
gifted resource teacher, -the gifted students are placed in heterogeneous classrooms. The
benefits of pull-out programs include individualized instruction from the gifted resource
teacher, enrichment activities, and interaction with peers of similar intelligence.
The pullout grouping model has several disadvantages, however. First, gifted
students only receive services when the gifted resource teacher works with them. Too
often neither the school nor the district sets time requirements or specifies the type of
service that needs to be provided. As a result, the students receive substandard services
(Cox et al., 1985; Gallagher, 2000; Rogers, 2007). Classroom teachers, when
overwhelmed by other responsibilities and the needs of the lower students, tend not to
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provide challenging material (Archambault, Westberg, Brown, Hallmark, Zhang &
Emmons, 1993; Cox et al., 1993; Rogers, 2007).
Another major disadvantage of the pullout grouping model is the outside
perceptions that the program is frivolous since it does not give grades, does not follow a
single curriculum, and focuses more on affective development (Cox et al., 1985;
VanTassel-Baska, 2003). These negative perceptions hurt the gifted grouping model
because with NCLB, the school day allows no room for programs that are not
academically-based and data-driven. Gifted programming that is left unlinked to the
curriculum in a meaningful way is typically unsupported by school districts, parents, or
educators (Gallagher, 2000; VanTassel-Baska, 1998). Overall, a pullout grouping model
may not be the best grouping model for gifted learners. The benefits of working with a
gifted resource teacher for just a few hours a week do not outweigh the instruction and
curriculum the gifted learner receives on a daily basis in the classroom (Rogers, 2007).

Gifted Cluster Grouping Model
The gifted cluster model includes full-time heterogeneous grouping in the regular
education classroom. The cluster model consists of "5 to 10 high-ability students in one
regular class per grade, along with 15 or 20 regular students" (Davis & Rimm, 2004, p.
156; Gentry, 1996). Typically, schools offer one cluster class per grade level in which the
cluster classroom teacher receives training in gifted education and is willing to
differentiate for the students (Bernal, 2003; Hoover, 1993). Additionally, a gifted
resource teacher provides additional support and services to the students on a weekly
basis. In this way, grouping combines the best aspects of the full-time homogenous
model and pull-out program (See Table 1).
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Cluster grouping offers three major benefits: it is inexpensive, it gives gifted
students opportunities to interact with intelligent peers, and it increases the program
availability to gifted students in the regular education classroom as long as systematic
differentiation is carried out (Gentry, 1996; Hoover, 1993). This model meets the needs
of the gifted learner by providing an environment that is challenging, even in the regular
education classroom (Bernal, 2003; Teno, 2000). With the unstable economy forcing
school districts to make budget cuts and the increase in the number of requirements that
must be met during the hours of the school day, it has become necessary for gifted
education programs to look for options that are both effective and cost-efficient (Dexter,
1998; Bernal, 2003).
Research shows the benefits of keeping gifted students together during the school
day because gifted learners learn more when they work with similar-ability students
(Bloom, 1985; Brulles, Saunders & Cohen, 2008; Gentry, 1999; Winebrenner & Brulles,
2008; Winebrenner & Devlin, 1996). When gifted learners are clustered together, the
estimated yearly growth is close to three years in the specific talent area per year (Bloom,
1985). Overall, gifted learners who are cluster grouped experience one-third of a year's
additional growth for full-time gifted classes at the secondary level (higher at the
elementary level) to three-fifths of an additional year's growth for cluster grouping
(Gentry, 1999; Gentry & Owen, 1999). Interaction with peers of similar levels of
intelligence is important to the development of gifted students since it provides an
opportunity for them to be challenged by their peers and provides a social group with
which the gifted student can identify. Cluster grouping results in higher expectations for
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all students in the cluster group as well as for raising expectations for the high achieving
groups in all classrooms (Brulles, et al.; Neihart, 2007).
Cluster grouping also has the positive effect of developing leadership abilities in
students who would normally be overshadowed by gifted learners (Gentry; Hoover,
1993). Positive effect sizes of .35 to .49 are possible when students participate in a
program that addresses their talent area on a daily basis (Brulles, et al.; Rogers, 2002).
While research has shown positive effects on academics for cluster grouping, there is
little research-based literature on the affective benefits (Neihart, 2007). Research
indicates that the initial temporary dip in the self-concept of gifted students does not have
long term negative effects on the gifted learner.
Cluster grouping has positive impacts on teachers as well as students. Teachers
receive professional development on ways to meet the needs of the gifted learners in the
classroom and as a result are better equipped to provide the appropriate level of
instruction (Brulles, et al., 2008; Gentry & Owen, 1999; Hoover, 1993). Gentry and
Owen found positive effect sizes (.10 to .18) that show increased teacher ownership in the
program, higher expectations by the teachers and students, and a desire to meet the needs
of all students.
One argument against cluster grouping is that the other students need the gifted
students in their classrooms to be stimulated to achieve; however, research has shown
that when the gifted are clustered together, other natural leaders are able to emerge from
the pack (Winebrenner & Devlin, 1996). Another argument against the cluster model is
that by clustering the gifted students, one is denying access to better instruction for the
other students; however, this argument is not founded on empirical research, since the
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methods and techniques used with the gifted are also used with the regular education
students. Additionally, the level of achievement of all students has been shown to
increase when students are clustered together by ability levels (Brulles, et al., 2008; Kulik
& Kulik, 1986; Hoover, 1993).

Another disadvantage of the cluster model is the lack of clear expectations for
implementation of the model. In 1997, Schuler conducted a two part research survey
study focusing on the cluster model. The first part of the survey asked if a cluster
grouping policy and program were in place in the district. The second part focused on
issues with cluster grouping. The results of this study showed overall positive responses
with some negative responses in the areas of staff development and clear documentation
of policy and expectations (Schuler, 1997; Teno, 2000). While cluster grouping has been
proven effective in the research, school districts still do not have clear guidelines or
policies in place for the implementation of the program.
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This next section of the literature review focuses on the policies used by school
districts to implement their gifted programs, as well as the curriculum and instructional
standards for gifted programming recommended by the National Association for Gifted
Children.

Local Plan ofAction
Gifted education programming in Norfolk is built upon the cluster grouping
model, but all decisions are guided by the Local Plan for the Education of Gifted Students
(LEA). Each school district writes their individual LEA and submits to the
Commonwealth of Virginia's Department of Education. The LEA is a five year plan that
serves as a guide for the design, delivery, and evaluation of services for gifted students.
Each LEA is based upon the local district's philosophy but is guided by the Virginia
Department of Education standards and legislation. This document provides the roadmap
for gifted education in each school district which means that the state and local
governments guide gifted programming. In recent years, the state and local governments
have also been provided with national standards.

National Association for Gifted Children PreK-12 Gifted Program Standards
In 1998, the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) created researchbased standards in an effort to help districts improve the quality of their gifted
programming. Recognizing that program evaluation is a continuous process, NAGC
created both minimum and exemplary standards to guide districts through the evaluation
process. Several principles guided the creation of the standards. First, standards are based
on observable parts of the program and are linked to areas of continuous growth of high
ability learners. Second, those standards reflect a consensus of gifted education practices
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that all experts in the field would find acceptable. Third, the standards are not mandates,
but rather are guidelines for what could be considered best practices. Fourth, both
program outcomes and the need for excellence were considered in the development of the
standards. Finally, the standards reflect a level of excellence that all educational programs
should aim for (NAGC, 2000).
The objective of the NAGC standards is to provide a unifying framework based
on research that school districts across the nation could use to evaluate their specific
program. The NAGC standards are the benchmarks, criteria, guidelines, and
recommendations of gifted programming, as well as tools for the improvement (NAGC,
2000). The standards are organized into seven criterion areas: Program Design, Program
Administration and Management, Student Identification, Curriculum and Instruction,
Socio-Emotional Guidance and Counseling, Professional Development, and Program
Evaluation. Each criterion area consists of several guiding principles, but for the purpose
ofthis study, only the standards for curriculum and instruction will be used. Gifted
learners must have instructional and curricular opportunities that address their gifted
characteristics. Curriculum and instruction are pivotal in the gifted learner's talent
development process, making it critical that gifted programming provides appropriate
curriculum and instruction for the gifted learner (NAGC, 2000).

Differentiated Instruction
Public school education in America has traditionally been taught through whole
group instruction in which the teacher lectures to a class of students whose job is to listen
and absorb the content (Tieso, 2003). Whole group instruction is easy for the teacher to
plan for since it requires only one lesson plan; however, few research studies have shown
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instances where the whole-group instruction of heterogeneously grouped students is more
beneficial to gifted students (Rogers, 2002). The only students who show any positive
gains are the exceptionally low students (Rogers). Whole group instruction cannot meet
the needs of all learners on the bell curve (Guskey, 2007). The students at either extreme
do not receive instruction that meets their needs because the teacher is teaching to the
middle ofthe class (Brulles, 2008; Guskey; Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008). Classrooms
today, are typically filled with students at all levels of ability which means the whole
group approach to instruction is no longer the best practice.
Differentiated instruction is when the teacher varies the instruction by content,
process, and/or product in order to meet the needs ofthe students based on the students'
readiness levels, interests, and learning profile (Tomlinson, 1999). Differentiated
instruction is an effective way to meet the needs of the students in a mixed-ability
classroom. Effective instruction is critical to student achievement and growth in mixedability classrooms. Sanders and Rivers (1996) researched the direct impact ofthe
teacher's instructional abilities on student achievement. They reported that student
achievement is inhibited up to 54% when the student has an ineffective teacher for three
years in a row. Sanders and Rivers ( 1996) found this to be true of students of all ability
levels, not just high ability learners. Effective teachers prepare lessons to meet the needs
of each of their students rather than writing whole group lessons. Students learn best at
their instructional level or zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978).
Differentiating instruction to meet the needs of the learner has been proven
effective for students at both ends ofthe bell curve (Brulles, 2008; Guskey, 2007; Tieso,
2005; Tileston, 2004).
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The term differential education was first used by Virgil Ward in 1961. His
research found that if instruction was going to best meet the needs of gifted learners, it
would have to be differentiated, based on the student's needs (Ward, 1980). He argued
that the gifted were not receiving an education that enhanced their intelligence because of
the nature of general education. Differentiated education would allow the gifted student
to develop his talents. Ward believed several principles should guide instruction and
curriculum for gifted learners. One principle was that the gifted education program
should be unique and meet the needs ofthe individual learner (Ward). Individualizing the
educational experience for the gifted learner would provide a challenging learning
environment. He believed this could be accomplished by posing higher level questions,
and more in-depth exploration of the content as well as acceleration through the content.
These principles of differential education have become the foundations of differentiation
(Ward). The benefits of differentiation for gifted learners have been well-documented,
along with the benefits for students of all levels of ability (Tileston, 2004).
Differentiating instruction refers to how the curriculum is delivered to the
students (Rogers, 2002). There are several components to instruction, but since this
evaluation study uses the William & Mary Classroom Observation Scale-Revised (COSR), the literature review will examine instruction based on the COS-R categories (See
Table 3). The COS-R divides instruction into six categories: curriculum planning and
delivery, accommodations for individual differences, problem solving strategies, critical
thinking strategies, creative thinking strategies, and research strategies (VanTassel-Baska
et al., 2005; VanTassel-Baska et al., 2007). Each category is an important component to
differentiated instruction for the gifted.
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Curriculum Planning and Delivery
The first category, curriculum planning and delivery, is essential to successful
differentiated instruction because the way in which "classrooms are structured reflects the
teacher's thoughts and philosophies on how students learn and how the students, in tum,
will perform" (Hunt & Seney, 2001, p. 43). Effective instruction begins with the planning
prior to that day's lesson. Planning for differentiation is more time consuming because of
the multiple layers of instruction being implemented (Sisk, 1993). Differentiation
involves smaller groups of students working independently, which means that these
students must first understand the expectations, procedures, and routines in the
classrooms. Effective classroom management is essential to successful differentiation
(Brulles, 2008; Hunt & Seney; Tomlinson, 1999).
Similarly, the teacher must plan how to deliver each lesson. Modifications for the
students' instructional level must be accounted for since the goal of differentiated
instruction to capitalize on each student's potential for growth by providing instruction at
the student's ability level (Levy, 2008; Hall, 2002; Tomlinson, 1999). Gardner's (1983)
research on multiple intelligences has played a large role in the types of instruments used
to identify and teach gifted learners. Understanding that not all students learn in the same
manner has been paramount to differentiated instruction and the restructuring of the
educational system. Gardner (1983) identified eight areas of intelligence: spatial, bodilykinesthetic, linguistic, musical, logical-mathematical, intrapersonal, and interpersonal.
Teachers who differentiate the process of education take into account all of the types of
learning and provide opportunities for students to utilize their strengths.
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Another important area of curriculum planning and delivery is the teacher's
professional development and training. The teacher's success hinges on professional
development classes focusing on the process of differentiating instruction and classroom
management. Research indicates that some common problems with differentiation
instruction stem from a lack of teacher preparation and training (Tomlinson, 1999).
Teachers need to receive training on the unique needs of the gifted learner so that they
can best meet the needs of their students (Hong, Greene & Higgins, 2006).
Differentiated instruction begins with pre-assessments of the students' abilities,
interests, and readiness levels. This critical step in the process of differentiating provides
the data that enables the teacher to prepare the curriculum and instruction. Preassessments should cover both academic and personal inventories and evaluate the
student's prior knowledge. Personal pre-assessments also assess the student's individual
learning styles and interests (Rogers, 2002). After pre-assessing, the instructor must
differentiate the instruction for content by focusing on the concept or principle that the
student must learn. Instruction must be adjusted for complexity and depth of the
curriculum strand. This method of teaching provides each student with a high-quality
education without sacrificing the educational experience of another student (Levy, 2008).
Rogers found that when gifted programs were matched with the gifted child's interests
and abilities, on average, a third to a half of a year's additional achievement (effect size
of .35 to .49) was possible.
Differentiated Instructional Strategies
Educators can use several differentiated instructional strategies in the classroom
to benefit gifted learners. The Norfolk Public Schools program uses five of these
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research-based strategies. They are creative problem solving (CPS), Tiered Activities,
Curriculum Compacting, Problem-Based Learning (PBL) and Inquiry Based Instruction
(See Table 2).

Creative Problem Solving (CPS)
Creative Problem Solving (CPS) is a model where the student follows five steps
to find the solution to a problem (Piirto, 2004). The CPS model has been revised and
updated based on research findings for the past fifty years (Isaksen & Treffinger, 2004).
The model is based upon the fundamental belief that all individuals are creative in some
form and that there are varying degrees of creativity; additionally, this creative potential
can be developed and creative productivity demonstrated through various means
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1995; Torrance, 1990; Torrance, 1974; Piirto). CPS was founded by
Alex Osborn (1952); in subsequent revisions of the model, he compacted the seven stages
into three: fact-finding, idea-finding and solution-finding (Osborn, 1965). As a result of
Obsorn's research in creativity, the use of the model has increased. The term
brainstorming, a component of CPS, is now a standard instructional practice in
classrooms across the nation. Parnes, Isaksen, and Treffinger continued to refine the CPS
model. Today's CPS model consists of five steps: Mess-Finding, Problem Finding, DataFinding, Solution-Finding, Acceptance Finding (Treffinger & Isaksen, 2005).
CPS is an effective strategy for teaching gifted students because it gives them
skills to think critically about complex problems. This firsthand inquiry-based instruction
provides more meaningful real world experiences for gifted students. Future Problem
Solvers and Odyssey of the Mind are two international competitions in which elementary
through high school students can participate. Both of these competitions are based on the
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CPS model. Finally, CPS is easily linked to the standards which guide education today
making it an effective, realistic differentiation instructional strategy (Treffinger &
Isaksen, 2005).
Tiered Activities
Tiered Activities provide students with lessons focused on standards, essential
understandings, and skills but at the appropriate levels and abilities (Tomlinson, 1999).
Tiering provides differentiated instruction based on complexity, challenge, and depth.
Project GATE, a Tiered Curriculum Project, was a federally funded partnership between
Ball State University and Indianapolis Public Schools (Pierce & Adams, 2004). Project
GATE researched and created differentiated lessons through the use of the instructional
strategy of tiered activities. There are six basic steps in developing a tiered lesson. First,
the teacher selects the concept, skill, or generalization for the assignment. Then the
teacher considers the interest, readiness, and learning profile of the students. Next, the
teacher creates an activity that is interesting and high level. By charting the complexity of
the activity, the educator is able to evaluate for whom the activity is appropriate for.
Finally, the teacher adjusts the activity for the various student levels by adjusting the
materials needed to complete the assignment and then matching appropriate versions of
the activity to the student groups (Tomlinson).
Curriculum Compacting
A third differentiated instructional strategy shown to be effective with gifted
learners is curriculum compacting (Renzulli & Reis, 1992), which offers a way to meet
the needs of the gifted learner in the regular classroom (Tomlinson, 1999; Reis, 2007;
Reis, Westberg, et al., 1993). Often gifted learners are able to pass standardized tests at
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the beginning of the year because of their advanced skills, knowledge, and interests.
These students need the opportunity to explore more challenging curricula in order to
enrich their educational experience (Reis & Renzulli, 1992). Compacting occurs when
the curriculum is modified by eliminating the already mastered content, thus providing
opportunities for academic challenges in the areas of interest for the gifted learner
(Tomlinson; Winebrenner, 2003). In order to compact, the teacher must first identify the
objectives for the unit, then pretest the entire class on the specific objectives, and finally,
the teacher and student replace the curriculum with enrichment or acceleration activities
(Renzulli & Reis, 1998). In 2004 Stamps conducted a research study on the effects of
using curriculum compacting with first graders. The benefits of curriculum compacting
found in Stamps (2004) were consistent with the findings of other curriculum compacting
studies.
Problem-Based Learning (PBL)
Problem-based learning (PBL) is a differentiated instruction strategy that enables
gifted learners to take control of their learning and apply their skills to solve an illstructured problem. Ill-structured problems present students with a situation, but, not all
of the information needed to solve the problem. There is no single correct way to find the
solution to the problem and as students gain more information, the problem changes as
some questions are answered and new ones posed. This ambiguity keeps the students
from being completely sure that they are finding the answer that the teacher wants, but
teaches them how to be confident in their decisions (Gallagher, 2001; Gallagher, Stepien

& Rosenthal, 1992). Another unique component ofPBL is that the student role plays as a
stakeholder in the situation. Becoming a stakeholder in the problem provides the student
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with the opportunity to problem solve in real-world applications. The students role play
taking on the role of the researcher, doctor, or scientist who is faced with the dilemma.
PBL also encourages students to be self-directed learners because the students take a
more active role in the problem solving process which makes them responsible for their
own learning and helps them become capable and independent learners. In PBL, as the
students are not searching for answers to a problem from a textbook; but rather they are
searching for complex answers to a multi-step problem.
While not originally created for gifted learners, with a few minor adaptations,
PBL becomes a challenging instructional strategy. There are five modifications that can
be made by the teacher; advanced content, complex concepts, interdisciplinary
connections, reasoning skills and conflicting ethical situations (Gallagher; Tomlinson,
1999; VanTassel-Raska & Brown, 2007). PBL helps gifted learners develop decisionmaking, creative and critical thinking skills, as well as increasing their ability to be better
at problem-finding and problem-solving (Dooley, 1997). Elementary students who were
taught using PBL showed significant learning gains in designing experiments
(VanTassel-Raska, et. al., 2000). These students also exhibited improved real world skills
with no loss of content knowledge as a result in using PBL (Gallagher & Stepien, 1996).

Inquiry-Based Instruction
Inquiry-based instruction defined as providing an open-ended exploratory content
for learning, has been shown to improve the achievement levels for all learners
(VanTassel-Raska & Brown, 2007). Inquiry-based instruction is especially important for
the gifted because it helps them become competent thinkers and problem-solvers
(Feldhusen, 1998). Inquiry-based instruction capitalizes on several of the characteristics
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of gifted learners. Gifted learners are naturally more independent and typically bored
with mundane tasks (Rosselli, 1993). When the teacher is a facilitator, rather than a
lecturer, the gifted students are able to use their skills to create new understandings and
build new schemas. The creation of new schemas is a result of thinking creatively and
critically. Another characteristic of giftedness is the unique ability to understand
information and use it productively; therefore, gifted learners excel when they use the
higher-levels of Bloom's Taxonomy to facilitate inquiry-based instruction because they
are engaged in evaluating, synthesizing, and analyzing the content (Bloom, 1977).
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Table 2

Summary ofDifferentiated Instructional Strategies
Differentiated

Researcher

Findings

Instructional
Strategy

Creative

Osborn, 1952; Osborn, 1965;

5 stages: fact-finding, problem

Problem

Treffinger & Isaksen, 2005;

finding, idea finding, solution

Solving

Isaksen & Treffinger, 2004;

finding & acceptance finding

Parnes, 1981, Torrance, 1990;

improves understanding of the

Torrance, 1974; Feldhusen &

creative process, as it exposes

Treffinger, 1985; Pirrto, 2004

them to new creative thinking
Future Problem Solvers, Odyssey of
the Mind

Tiered

Tomlinson, 1999; Pierce &

all students are focused on content

Activities

Adams, 2004

but at various levels of complexity
and depth

Table continues
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Table 2 (continued)
Summary of Differentiated Instructional Strategies
Differentiated

Researcher

Findings

Instructional
Strategy

Curriculum

Tomlinson, 1999; Tsai, 1999;

students who master pre-assessment

Compacting

Renzulli & Reis, 1997; Reis &

and compacted out moving onto

Renzulli, 1992; Reis, Westberg,

more challenging work, students are

et al.; Stamp, 2004

provided with a more challenging
environment appropriate for their
ability, does not have a negative
impact on student performance

Problem-based

Dooley, 1997; Gallagher,

significant gains in fact finding,

Learning (PBL)

Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992;

finding, problem finding, creative

Gallagher, 2001; Tomlinson,

and critical thinking skills, decision

1999; VanTassel-Baska, 2006;

making, ill-structured problems

VanTassel-Baska & Brown,

ill-structure problems.

2007

Table continues
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Table 2 (continued)
Summary of Differentiated Instructional Strategies
Differentiated

Researcher

Findings

Instructional
Strategy

Inquiry Based

Bloom, 1977; Bruner, 1960;

Students are stakeholders, self·

Instruction

Callahan, 1985; Feldhusen,

directed learners use of higher·

1988; Rosselli, 1993; Sisk,

use ofhigher-levels of Bloom's

1993; VanTassel·Baska, 1999;

Taxonomy improved

VanTassel·Baska & Brown,

achievement for all levels of

2007

learners. Gifted learners excel
when they are challenged to
think creatively and critically.

Accommodations for Individual Differences

The second category of the COS-R, accommodations for individual differences,
provides the individualization that is needed for differentiated work for gifted learners in
a regular classroom. Accommodating individual educational needs is a concept that
Special Education has been doing for years (Tileston, 2004). The positive effects of
tailoring the curriculum and instruction to meet the needs of the Special Education
students have been so great that not only is it recommended as best practice, but it has

33

been mandated by federal law (Tileston; NCLB, 2001). All students differ in their
abilities, interests, and readiness levels. Effective teachers modify their instruction to
meet the needs of all of their students (Tomlinson, 1999; VanTassel-Baska, 2003). Gifted
learners learn best when they are actively involved in their learning. Building a
knowledge framework allows gifted students to build new schemas, make connections,
and process new information (Feldhusen, et al., 1985; Reis & Small, 2001). Gifted
learners are characteristically more motivated to learn, more curious, imaginative, and
creative, and have advanced abilities, interests, problem-solving abilities, and senses of
humor than typical learners (Reis & Small).
Problem Solving Strategies
Problem solving strategies are the third category of differentiated instruction.
Problem solving is an important component in the education of the gifted because of the
unique characteristics of gifted children. Their unique characteristics include a vast
knowledge base, conceptual reasoning, problem solving strategies, and dispositions
(Gallagher, 2001). Gifted learners typically have a large knowledge base, so problemsolving activities provide an opportunity for them to use this knowledge and create new
understandings. Problem-based learning provides an excellent opportunity for the gifted
students to be challenged in the regular classroom. Focused on inquiry-based learning,
problem-based learning meets the needs of gifted learners by providing real-world
problems, opportunities to pursue questions, find solutions, and report results
(VanTassel-Baska, 2005).
In order to provide instruction on problem-solving, teachers need to ask higherlevel thinking questions, conference with students, and provide feedback. Problem
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solving strategies also involve student-initiated research projects with guidance from the
teacher (VanTassel-Baska, 2005). Differentiated instruction must include problemsolving in order to continuously challenge the gifted learners.

Critical Thinking Strategies
The fourth COS-R category is critical thinking strategies. Gifted learners
process information quickly and are adept at categorizing information; therefore
instruction for gifted learners needs to be more focused on critical thinking skills that
involve questioning, building inferential reasoning, and understanding (Parks, 2001 ).
Differentiating instruction for critical thinking relies on using higher level thinking and
questioning skills to problem solve (Bloom, 1977). Higher level questioning challenges
gifted learners to process information (Bloom; VanTassel-Baska, 2005). During
instruction, graphic organizers are helpful tools to challenge students to make
connections and process information. Instruction that involves analytical and critical
thinking is cross-disciplinary, multi-dimensional, and involves class discussion (Parks).

Creative Thinking Skills
Instruction needs to be differentiated to provide students with the opportunity to
be creative. In order to be truly productive in a field one must be creatively productive
(Piirto, 2007). Students cannot learn how to be creatively productive if they are not
provided with the opportunity to develop their skills. Creativity is a result of a
combination of the person, process, product, and environment. Csikszentmihalyi (1995)
developed a theory of creativity that involves a big C and a little c. He found that most
people have little c creativity, but only those who contribute significantly to the field
possess big C. Little c includes the everyday creative ideas and products. Teachers who
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differentiate instruction provide opportunities for gifted students to develop their little c
(Pirrto). Providing opportunities for students to be imaginative, to be inspired, to be
insightful, and time to incubate new information is important to the gifted student's
education (Pirrto). Creative thinking can be achieved through the use ofbrainstorming,
creative problem solving, and lateral thinking exercises, among others (Delcourt, 1993).

Research Strategies
The final category of differentiated instruction is in the use of research strategies.
Gifted students typically have advanced interests and abilities beyond their peers;
learning research strategies enable the gifted learner to independently pursue areas of
interests. Gifted students excel when they are given the opportunity to gather information,
work independently, and explore a topic in-depth (Moore, 2001). The process of
researching allows them to capitalize on their creative and critical thinking skills. Many
grouping models incorporate a component of research, such as the Renzulli Schoolwide
Enrichment Model, the Autonomous Leamer Model, and the Purdue Model (Moore).
Teaching the research process is important to differentiated instruction. Student
researchers first need to master the skills of researching before they can be a creatively
productive researcher (Moore). Instructors can differentiate research strategies so that all
the components of the process can be mastered by the student. The research strategies
begin with an understanding of the process of selecting a topic, finding a question,
developing a plan of action, gathering information, and analyzing information, and end
with being able to report the findings.
Differentiated instruction is essential to providing a high quality educational
experience to gifted learners. Differentiated instruction is achievable through a variety of
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means and does not require that all instructional strategies be utilized at once.
Differentiated instruction is a nonnegotiable of educating gifted students (VanTasselBaska, 2005).
Table 3

Synopsis of the Research on Differentiated Instruction in Gifted Education
Category

Research

Findings

Curriculum

Hunt & Seney, 2001;

Classroom management is

Planning and

Sisk, 1993; Brulles, 2008;

critical; multiple layers of

Delivery

Tomlinson, 1999; Levy, 2008;

instruction; small groups;

Hall, 2002

pre-assessment

Accommodations

Gallagher, 2001;

Gifted have a large

For Individual

V anTassel-Baska, 2005

knowledge base, conceptual
reasoning, & problem solving

Differences

Abilities, focus on inquirybased learning links
instruction to real-world

Table continues

37

Table 3 (continued)

Synopsis of the Research on Differentiated Instruction in Gifted Education
Category

Research

Findings

Critical Thinking

Parks, 2001, Bloom, 1977;

Gifted process and categorize

Strategies

VanTassel-Baska, 2005

information quickly; higher

information quickly

level questioning challenge
gifted to process information

Creative

Pirrto, 2007; Csikszentmihayli,

Students need the opportunity

Thinking

1995; Del court, 1993

to be creative in order to

Strategies
Research

develop their talents
Moore, 2001

Gifted excel when they are

Strategies

given the opportunity to
gather information, work
independently and explore a
topic in-depth

Differentiated Curriculum
As the leading researcher in differentiation, Tomlinson (1999) has used
researched-based techniques to provide educators with a guide to practical ways to
differentiate in the classroom. Tomlinson states that one can differentiate curriculum
through three different means: content, process, and product (See Table 4).
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Differentiating the Content
Content includes the facts, concepts, principles, and skills that students are
expected to learn as part of the curriculum for the grade level (Tomlinson, 1999).
Renzulli (1977) believes that curriculum content for gifted students should address the
student's interests and allow for exploration in the area. Modifying the content to focus
on more complex concepts ensures that gifted learners are being challenged in the regular
classroom (Gallagher, 1975). Organizing the content around key concepts increases the
effectiveness of the differentiation (Maker, 1992). Using curriculum compacting and
acceleration allows gifted learners to pursue knowledge, rather than being stagnated by
lack of new information. The positive effects of differentiated curriculum for all gifted
learners are well-documented in the research. Lin-Cohen and Hertzog (2007) conducted a
qualitative study examining differentiation in two self-contained gifted classes. They
found that teachers who were using differentiation were more motivated to create an indepth curriculum at a higher level of complexity of content to challenge the students
which results in gifted students receiving a more meaningful education (Lin-Cohen &
Hertzog). Additionally, the elementary students in the study self-reported an increased
motivation to learn and experienced a level of challenge that had previously been absent
from their education on self-reported measures when teachers differentiated (Lin-Cohen
& Hertzog).

Differentiating the Process
Not all students learn in the same manner (Bloom. 1985), and gifted learners have
unique characteristics that affect their learning styles; therefore, the process by which
curriculum is taught must be differentiated in order to meet the needs of the gifted
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learner. Students cannot own their learning if they are merely expected to listen and
repeat back to the teacher; instead, students must have the opportunity to manipulate and
experience the new curriculum (Tomlinson, 1999). Students need opportunities to make
real world connections essential to the acquisition of new knowledge. Kaplan (1979 in
Rosselli, 1993) categorizes the processes used to differentiate curriculum into three
categories: basic skills, research skills and thinking skills. These skills should be
incorporated into the gifted students' curriculum as an essential component (VanTasselBaska, 1998). Inquiry-based learning, problem solving and higher level thinking are ways
that the processes of curriculum may be differentiated for the gifted.
Differentiating the Product
Differentiating the product by which students demonstrate their understanding
and extend their thinking allows students to utilize their strengths and creativity
(Tomlinson, 1999; Levy, 2008). Gifted learners benefit from independent studies as one
form of differentiated products (Reis & Schack, 1993). Independent study allows students
to select the content to be explored and how they will demonstrate their new knowledge
(Bums, 1993; Davis & Rimm, 2004). An emphasis on inquiry and discovery in semistructured scenarios is critical in gifted education. Classrooms in which students take
control of their learning and are able to extend their understanding beyond the standard
curriculum are where gifted students excel (Bums; Winebrenner & Berger, 1994).
Differentiating the content, process, and product is one step in differentiating the
curriculum; additionally, considerations of acceleration, depth, creativity, and
complexity, as well as the level of challenge (See Table 4) must be addressed in order to
meet the needs of gifted learners (V anTassel-Baska, 2003).
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Differentiating through Acceleration
Acceleration is one ofthe strategies supported by the National Association for
Gifted Children as being beneficial to gifted learners (Lin-Cohen & Hertzog, 2007).
Acceleration recognizes that not all students learn at the same rates or at the same rate in
all subject areas. Acceleration offers gifted students opportunities to work at a
challenging level and move quickly through previously mastered material (VanTasselBaska, 1992; VanTassel-Baska, 2005). Rogers (1991) conducted a study ofthe academic,
psychological, and social effects of acceleration in grade school. Rogers found no
decrease in content knowledge in any area of performance when the child was
accelerated. In addition, Rogers found overall positive benefits of acceleration in respect
to academic and social gains. For elementary school students Rogers recommended the
use of early entrance, grape skipping and curriculum compacting. Acceleration in
elementary school is a requirement for a strong gifted program (Davis & Rimm, 2004).
Differentiating the Depth and Complexity
Differentiating the depth of the curriculum means that students explore more
abstract ideas about the content. The students seek out answers to unfamiliar concepts
and facts. By digging deeper into the content, the student discovers more facts, concepts,
principles, and theories about the topic (Parker, 2007). Kaplan (2008) identified eight
ways to differentiate for depth: vary the vocabulary and terminology used in the
assignment; vary the details given to the student; vary the patterns and predictability of
the events and trends; present unanswered questions; ill-structured problems; ethical
dilemmas, as well as a focus on generalizations or the big idea of the concept.
Differentiating the depth of the assignment goes hand-in-hand with the complexity of the
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assignment. Complexity is the ability of the gifted learner to work at higher levels of
thinking, including his preference for challenging assignments (V anTassel-Baska &
Little, 2003). Gifted students enjoy the complexity of ill-structured problems linked to the
real world.
Differentiating the Challenge

Curriculums are typically written with overarching themes and essential questions
that are further broken down into standards of learning. These are the minimum levels of
understanding that students are expected to master at each grade level. The curriculum
becomes increasingly more difficult as the grade level rises, which allows students to
work in their zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978). While a unified
curriculum has allowed for greater levels of accountability, it has not provided a
curriculum that is challenging for all learners. Many gifted learners have achieved
mastery of minimum standards before entering the grade level; consequently, they are not
challenged by the grade-level curriculum because they are not working in their zone of
proximal development (Vygotsky). Gifted learners not working in their zone of proximal
development are not able to reach their potential resulting in mental dropouts or behavior
problems (Tileston, 2004).
Effective instruction is critical to the success of students, but without a solid
curriculum the benefits are limited. Unfortunately, the research has shown that a
consistently challenging curriculum is not provided to the gifted learner in the regular
education classroom (Gallagher, Harradine & Coleman, 1997; Sternberg, 1986). In one
study, the gifted student population in a North Carolina school district was surveyed to
learn more about the educational experiences of the gifted students (Gallagher et al.). The
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results of this gifted student survey indicated that gifted students felt that they were only
being challenged by their math curriculum. Overall, students felt that the curriculum was
redundant and required only low levels of thinking (Gallagher et al.). The results of this
survey reveal the picture of many gifted education programs across America.
In order to differentiate for the different ability groups, programs must have
differentiated materials and curriculum that provide a challenge (Rogers, 2007; Kaplan,
2008). When teachers are unprepared to handle the needs of the gifted learners, they tend
to assign busy work to gifted learners instead of applying a high quality curriculum
(Archambault et al., 1993). When gifted learners are not challenged with new information
but are only required to memorize previously mastered concepts, the students quit
learning (Archambault et al.; Sternberg, 1986). Providing a more advanced curriculum to
gifted learners at younger ages not only provides a challenge to the students but also
ensures that the state standards are being met (VanTassel-Raska, 2003). For example, the
William and Mary Curriculum Units offer educators comprehensive units of study that
focus on advanced content and mastery thinking (Gallagher, 2001 ). The research behind
the W&M Units indicates that significant and important gains for gifted learners are
achieved through the use of higher level thinking and demonstrated in performance-based
measures (Avery, 1999; Feng et al, 2005; VanTassel-Raska & Brown, 2004; VanTasselRaska et al., 2008; VanTassel-Raska, Zuo, Avery, & Little, 2002).
In order for gifted education programming to be accepted in the public school
system, it must be linked to the standards in a meaningful way (Gallagher, 2000; Kaplan,
2008). Differentiating the curriculum in content areas provides a link to the state
standards and meets the needs of the gifted students in the regular education classroom.
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Differentiated curricula are paramount to a high quality education for gifted learners with
unique learning needs.
Table 4
Synopsis of the Research on Differentiated Curriculum in Gifted Education
Category

Research

Findings

Content

Maker, 1982; Gallagher,

Many gifted students have mastered the

1975; Shanley, 1993;

grade level curriculum prior to the grade.

Tomlinson, 1999;

Content should reflect gifted students'

VanTassel-Baska, 1998;

interests and opportunity for exploration.

Vygotsky, 1978; Ward,

Curriculum compacting and acceleration

1980

are important tools for content
differentiation

Process

Bloom, 1985; Kaplan,

Gifted students are characteristically

1979; Tomlinson, 1999;

independent learners who enjoy searching

VanTassel-Baska, 1998

out answers; inquiry-based learning,
problem solving, critical thinking

Table continues
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Table 4 (continued)
Synopsis of the Research on Differentiated Curriculum in Gifted Education

Category

Research

Findings

Product

Burns, 1993; Davis &

gifted students learn more when

Rimm, 2004; Levy, 2008;

learning is self-directed; independent study

Tomlinson, 1991 ;

differentiates the product allowing students

Reis & Schack, 1993

to demonstrate understanding in a
meaningful way

Acceleration Davis & Rimm, 2005;

Acceleration allows for students to work

Lin-Cohen & Hertzog,

at the appropriate level of challenge. It is

2007; Rogers, 1991;

recognized by NAGC as beneficial to

VanTassel-Baska, 2005

gifted, and increased student motivation to
learn

Depth

Archambault, Westberg,

Gifted learners want to know everything

Brown, Hallmark, Zhang

that they can about a topic. Self-directed

& Emmons, 1993; Kaplan,

learners. Content is explore in content, depth

2008; Parker, 2007;

concepts and principles

Rogers, 2007;
Sternberg, 1986

Table continues
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Table 4 (continued)
Synopsis of the Research on Differentiated Curriculum in Gifted Education
Category

Research

Findings

Complexity

VanTassel-Baska & Little,

Gifted learners excel with ill-structured

2003

problems where they have to think at higher
levels and abstract levels; provides multiple
levels of thinking

Challenge

Gallagher, Harradine &

Consistent, challenging curriculum is not

Coleman, 1997; Sternberg,

provided to gifted on a regular basis.

1986; VanTassel-Baska,

NC district found that gifted students were

2003

only challenged by their math curriculum,
and overall the curriculum was redundant
and low levels of thinking. Gifted students
need an advance curriculum in order to be
challenged.
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Chapter III
Summary of the Project
This evaluation study used a mixed-method design to assess the degree to which
the Norfolk Public Schools Curriculum and Instructional methods were aligned with its
Local Plan for the Education of Gifted Students (LEA) and the National Association for
Gifted Children Standards (NAGC standards). Additionally, this evaluation study looked
to see if differences existed between the gifted resource teacher and the gifted cluster
teacher in their instructional practices.
Subjects and Sample Selection
Purposeful sampling was used in this study because it provided the most relevant
data sources. In purposeful sampling the data sources are selected because they match the
purposes of the study (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). Moreover, purposeful sampling was
selected because of issues of practicality and feasibility. The researcher-made
questionnaire and COS-R was administered to elementary gifted cluster teachers and
gifted resource teachers in the Norfolk Public Schools district. The gifted resource
teachers were located by using the NPS directory. This directory provides a list of current
gifted resource teachers who are servicing the elementary schools. Similarly, the gifted
cluster teachers were located by using a network directory.
The target population is the group for whom the researchers wanted to generalize
the results from the study (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). In this study, the target population
was all gifted cluster teachers and gifted resource teachers in grades K-5 in Norfolk
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Public Schools. Because it is an evaluation study results cannot be generalized. The
accessible population was the realistic number of individuals from which the sample
could be drawn (Gall, Gall & Borg). In this study, the accessible population was 100
elementary cluster teachers and 25 gifted resource teachers in Norfolk Public Schools. A
sample size of 77 gifted cluster teacher participants was collected for the major subgroup
and 13 gifted resource teachers for the minor subgroup as advised by Seymour Sudman
(Gall, Gall & Borg) for the survey.
For the qualitative part of the study, an interview and two focus groups were
conducted. The participants for two focus groups volunteered to participate. Fifteen
gifted resource teachers were invited to participate in the gifted resource teacher focus
group; however only three participated. Six gifted cluster teachers were invited to
participate in the gifted cluster teacher focus group interview; however four participated.
Ideally focus group interviews consist of seven to twelve participants; however four to
seven participants are also acceptable (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). The key to a successful
focus group is the interaction within the group and their discussions (Rossman & Rallis).
Drawbacks to focus group interviews include a decreased level of confidentiality which
may silence those participants who have different opinions from the majority.
Additionally, the feedback from individuals may be less in-depth than a one-on-one
interview (Glesne, 2006). The interview consisted of one relevant party who was able to
speak on behalf of the Office of Gifted Education.

Instrumentation
This mixed-methods evaluation study was conducted through self-administered
surveys, interviews, and two focus groups. Survey research is the process of using
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questionnaires to collect data from a sample (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). Two survey
instruments were used (Appendix A & B). One was a researcher-designed survey and the
second instrument was the William & Mary Classroom Observation Scale-Revised
(COS-R). A table of specifications is provided at the end ofthis section (See Table 5).
A self-administered survey instrument was chosen for several reasons:
convenience for the participant, who was able to complete the survey during his leisure
time; second, confidentially which increases the likelihood of the participant responding
to the questions candidly; finally, a self-administered survey was cost-effective and timeefficient.
Researcher-Developed Instrument
The researcher-developed instrument was a self-report inventory that was used to
assess the first two research questions. This format was selected because it best meets the
needs of the research study for easy response. Forced-choice questions provide valuable
data since the participant has limited options to choose from. The Likert scales provided
reliable responses that were analyzed (Fowler, 2002). Two versions of the survey
instrument were used, one for the Gifted Resource Teachers and one for the Gifted
Cluster Teachers (Appendix A & B).
The researcher-created survey instrument was pilot-tested on a group of five
former Gifted Resource Teachers and ten former Gifted Cluster Teachers. The pilot
testing provided validation data (Appendix C) for the instrument including- content
validity and clarity. The Gifted Resource Teacher survey was overall rated by the
respondents as well-worded and relevant to the responsibilities of the gifted resource
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teacher. Minor corrections were made to spelling and phrasing. Adjustments to the
instrument were made based on these recommendations.
One suggestion for improvement was to change the ordering of the columns on
the Likert-scale to read "never, once, weekly, monthly, quarterly, daily." This
recommendation was not implemented because 80% of the respondents were not affected
by the ordering. The third item on the instrument addressed ways in which the teacher
differentiated the curriculum. Suggestions about how to modify some of the curriculum
choices were used to modify the instrument.
The Gifted Cluster Teacher survey was overall rated by the respondents as wellworded and relevant to the responsibility of the gifted cluster teacher, but only 40% of the
respondents felt that item la and lb were relevant to the gifted cluster teacher's
responsibilities (Appendix C). Fifty percent of the participants felt items la and lb were
clear. Item la asked how frequently one received written communication from the Office
Gifted Education about upcoming gifted events, and 1b asked how frequently one
received oral communication from the Office of Gifted Education. Many respondents felt
that these did not fall under the responsibility of the cluster teacher. These concerns were
evaluated and revisions to the instrument were made. Additionally, 80% of the
respondents felt items la-lfwere not relevant to the responsibilities of the gifted cluster
teacher. These items all addressed areas of communication and were included in the
revised instrument because they addressed the first research hypothesis. The original
survey instrument was a three-item inventory; however, the second item which addressed
Differentiated Instruction was eliminated from both the Gifted Resource Teacher and the
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Gifted Cluster Teacher surveys when the decision was made to use the COS-R
instrument.

The William and Mary Classroom Observation Scale-Revised
The William and Mary Classroom Observation Scale-Revised (COS-R) was the
second survey instrument used (Appendix F). This instrument provided data on the third
evaluation question. It was selected because of the validity and reliability data available
on the instrument. The COS-R was created by a development team that spent over a
decade validating the instrument (VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 2004). The COS-R is an
instrument administered by trained observers. The original instrument consisted of 40items in nine subcategories; the final version is 25-items in six subcategories (VanTasselRaska, Quek & Feng, 2007). It was piloted tested during the Saturday Enrichment
Program at The College of William & Mary. Items with a reliability score of .70 to .80
were selected for the final version. The inter-rater reliability rating of the COS-R was .87
and .89. In order to increase the inter-rater reliability rating, the observers received one
half-day training on using the form. Four experts in the field of gifted education reviewed
the instrument for content validity. The instrument received a content validity rating of
.98 (VanTassel-Baska et al., 2005). The researcher received permission from Dr.
VanTassel-Baska to use the COS-R instrument in this study, as well as permission to
have the participants' self-report instead of using trained observers (VanTassel-Baska et
al., 2005).
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Focus Groups and Interview Protocol
An interview and focus groups were two approaches used to collect additional
data for the first evaluation question. An interview with the director of the Office of
Gifted Education also provided additional data on the connection between the LEA and
the NAGC standards. The interview format was semi-structured which means that the
interviewer asked a series of structured questions (Appendix G) followed by open-form
questions (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). This format was selected because it allows the
interviewer to elaborate on the questions, while at the same time provides some
standardization.
The same semi-structured format was used for the two focus group sessions; one
for the Gifted Resource Teachers, and one for the Gifted Cluster Teachers. Each focus
group was composed of three to four volunteer participants. The participants of the focus
group were provided with index cards to write down their responses to question prior to
the discussion. These index cards were collected by the researcher at the end of the focus
group session. The focus groups provided additional data on the first evaluation question
and were analyzed using content analysis.

Procedures for Data Collection
The following steps were implemented during data collection:
Before any data collection began, the study was reviewed and approved by two
human subjects' boards. The procedures for gaining access to the population included
applying for and receiving approval from the College of William & Mary IRB. This was
an online application process that traditionally takes between one and four weeks.
Additionally, the researcher applied for and received the approval of the Norfolk Public
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Schools Department of Strategic Evaluation, Assessment & Support. The researcher had
to abide by the restrictions of the NPS guidelines for research.
After receiving approval, the researcher printed and copied the researcherdeveloped survey, the COS-R, and the cover letter for the gifted cluster teachers and the
gifted resource teachers. The researcher-developed survey, the COS-R, and the cover
letter were printed on colored paper so that they stand out from the other sheets of white
paper that teachers receive every day. Each survey included a small incentive for
participation, along with directions for completing and returning the survey. Along with
the instruments, the researcher included a cover letter, encouraging the participant to take
the time complete and return the surveys (Appendix D). Participants received and
returned the survey through the NPS in-district pony mail. Participation in the survey was
strictly voluntary.
Follow-up reminders were sent to non-responders two weeks following the
survey. Additionally, the researcher enlisted the help of the Ms. Elizabeth Bourie, the
Camp Allen Gifted Resource Teacher, to encourage other gifted resource teachers to
complete and return the survey. In a final e-mail to increase the response rate,
nonresponders were sent the surveys once more, three weeks after the initial mailing.
As the surveys were returned to the researcher, the data collected were transcribed
into the appropriate SPSS file according to the research question. While waiting for the
surveys to be returned, the researcher set up the interview meeting and the two focus
group sessions. The researcher worked with the participants to schedule a time
convenient for them to meet for 45 minutes. Additionally, the researcher used this time
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to conduct a document review of the NPS LEA in order to determine how it aligned with
the Curriculum and Instruction criterion ofthe NAGC standards.
The researcher conducted the interview and two focus group sessions. Both the
interview and focus groups followed the same protocol. The researcher transcribed the
interview and focus group sessions and then analyzed and coded the transcripts. The
researcher then took the coded data and identified overarching themes (Gall, Gall &
Borg, 2007; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2008). Overarching themes were identified based on
the number of times a phrase appeared in the transcript. These themes were then cross
examined with the transcripts from each ofthe focus groups and interview. Themes
which appeared in all three transcripts were identified as overarching themes.
Data Analysis
The first evaluation question was analyzed using descriptive statistics (See Table
5). Descriptive statistics are used to "summarize, organize, and simplify data" (Gravetter
& Wallnau, 2008, p. 6). Descriptive statistics included both frequencies and percentages,

and means and standard deviations when possible. Additionally, an interview and two
focus groups were conducted to collect data for this evaluation question. The protocol for
the interview and focus groups was the same. The volunteer participants were contacted
via email and asked to participate. All participants were assured confidentially and were
asked the same six interview questions (Appendix G). All three sessions were recorded
by the interviewer. The sessions were then transcribed by the researcher and who coded
each ofthe phrases. Next, the codes were examined for themes. Finally, overarching
themes were identified by looking across the codes identified in the three transcripts
(Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2008).
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The second evaluation question was analyzed using descriptive statistics and ttests. A t-test is a comparison of data from the two sample groups to test the evaluation
question about the difference between the means of the two groups (See Table 5). An
alpha level of .05 was used, which indicates the probability that the test will lead to a
Type I error. Type I error occurs when the researcher unknowingly rejects the hypothesis
believing that a treatment effect exists, when it does not truly exist (Gall, Gall & Borg,
2007). With an alpha level of .05 the researcher is able to minimize the risk of a Type I
error (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2008).
The third evaluation question was analyzed using content analysis and
discrepancy analysis. Discrepancy analysis is an assessment of differences between the
objectives of an educational program and the actual achievement (Gall, Gall & Borg,
2007). Document discrepancy analysis was used to compare the curriculum & instruction
component of the Norfolk Public Schools' LEA document to the Curriculum &
Instruction standards ofNAGC.
The two most common errors during data analysis are transcription errors and
coding errors (Fowler, 2002). These errors result when the researcher transcribes the data
incorrectly on the spreadsheet; resulting in miscalculations ofthe data. These errors were
controlled by carefully reviewing the transcribed data prior to any analysis.
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Table 5
Data Analysis
Evaluation Questions

Instrumentation

Analysis

1. To what degree have the

Researcher developed

Descriptive Statistics

recommendations of the

questionnaire

(means and standard

2005-06 evaluation study

deviations)

been implemented in the

Interview with Relevant

Norfolk Public Schools

Party and Focus Groups

Content Analysis

district in regards to
curriculum and instructional
practices?
2. Are there differences between

COS-R

Descriptive Statistics

gifted resource teachers and

(means and standard

cluster teachers in the use of

deviations) and t-test

differentiated instructional
practices?
3.To what extent does the LEA

Document Review

Content and

plan for the Gifted in NPS align

Discrepancy

with the curriculum and instruction

Analysis

NAGC standards?
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Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations were taken into account for this research study. Approval
from both W&M and NPS human subjects' boards were obtained to ensure that no harm
would come to participants as a result of completing the survey or participating in the
focus groups. Additionally, the responses of the participants were kept confidential.
Participation in the survey and focus groups was on a voluntary bias. By completing the
survey participants gave their consent.

Resources Needed
The successful completion of this study was dependent upon the support of
human resources. First, the approval for the research study was needed from the Norfolk
Public Schools district as well as the W&M IRB. Secondly, the voluntary participation of
the gifted resource teachers and the gifted cluster teachers was critical to the data
collection and analysis. Thirdly, the support and guidance of the dissertation committee
was necessary.
The financial resources were limited to the purchasing of the incentives for
completion of the study, printer ink and paper for the copies of the survey, and gas to
drive to William & Mary. The amount of time spent on this study was significant, but the
following timeline (see Table 6) helped to monitor progress and ensured a completion
date.
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Table 6

Time line
Activity

Expected Completion
Date

Outside Support

January 19, 2009

Dr. V anTassel-Baska

Phase I
Dissertation Proposal
Defense
Request approval from
W&M and NPS IRB
Print, Copy Survey
Instrument, and Prepare for
Distribution in the Pony
Phase II
Distribution of Surveys to
Gifted Cluster Teachers and
Gifted Resource Teachers
Conduct Interview
Collect surveys, Follow up
with Non-responders
Conduct Focus Groups
Final follow-up with nonresponders
Phase III
Analyze data
Write Chapters 4 and 5
Revisions Chapter 4 and 5
Presentation of results/Final
Defense
Submission of Final
Manuscript
Graduation! !!

January 2009
January 2009

February 2009

February 2009
Two weeks after survey is
sent out
February 2009
Three weeks after the
survey is sent out
March 2009
March 2009
March2009
April2009

Dr. VanTassel-Baska
Dr. VanTassel-Baska
Dr. VanTassel-Baska

April2009
May2009
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Chapter IV

Introduction
This chapter presents the findings from the evaluation study by question. The data
were collected through the researcher-created survey, interview, focus groups, and the
COS-R for the first two evaluation questions. The data for the final research question
were collected through document review. The results of the data collected are presented
in tables as well as in narrative form.
Twenty-five gifted resource teachers and one hundred gifted cluster teachers were
invited to participate in the survey component of the evaluation study. Thirteen of the
gifted resource teachers and 77 gifted cluster teachers returned the researcher-created and
COS-R surveys. Rate of return for the gifted resource teachers was 52%; for gifted
cluster teachers, it was 77%. The researcher-created survey provided was the primary
data for the first evaluation question. In this survey, the participants were asked to rate
how frequently they differentiated the curriculum in each subject area.

Results
I. To what degree have the recommendations of the 2005-06 evaluation study been
implemented in the Norfolk Public Schools district in regards to curriculum and
instructional practices?

Eight recommendations emerged from the Norfolk study; only number eight
which suggested an assessment of classroom instruction be done was focused on in this
follow-up study (NPS, 2006). In order to answer this question, the researcher probed the
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teachers in the gifted program regarding their use of differentiation practices in each
subject area by particular strategy. Teacher report was used in lieu of direct observation
as the researcher could not perform the observations during the school day.
Means and Standard Deviations for Gifted Cluster Teachers

Means and standard deviations were calculated for the use of differentiation in
each core subject area (see Table 7, Figure 1). These data revealed that in the subject area
of reading, gifted cluster teachers used differentiation on average "almost always" or
"frequently" (m= 3.61, SD .566). This shows that most gifted cluster teachers used
differentiation to meet the needs of the gifted students during reading. These data also
indicated that during math, GCTs used differentiation "almost always" or "frequently"
(m=3.11, SD .815). The high amount of differentiation used during math and reading
may be due in part to the structure of the school day. During these subjects, it is
mandated by the district that teachers use small groups to instruct students.
The rate of differentiation during science, social studies, and writing, however,
was less frequent. In writing, GCTs reported a mean of2.56 (SD .919) which suggested
that during writing differentiation occurred less than fifty percent of the time (Figure 1).
Similar findings are seen in science for GCTs (m=2.62, SD= .961) as well as in social
studies (m=2.33, SD=.867).
These data show that the GCTs were not consistently differentiating the
curriculum in all subject areas (Figure 1). A fifty percent benchmark was set to evaluate
the data. More than 50% ofthe GCTs "frequently" or "almost always" reported using
differentiation during reading and math. However, less than 50% reported "frequently" or
"almost always" using differentiation during science, social studies or writing. The data
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indicate a large range in the amounts of differentiation being done by the GCTs. The
variation shows that gifted learners are not consistently receiving differentiated
curriculum in all subjects.
Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations for Gifted Cluster Teachers use of Differentiation in
Core Subject Areas
GCT
Core Subject Area

M

SD

N

Reading

3.61

.566

77

Writing

2.56

.919

75

Math

3.11

.815

75

Science

2.31

.958

75

Social Studies

2.33

.876

73

Figure 1

GCTs' Use of Differentiation in Core Subject Areas

Reading
•Writing
oMath
oscience
• Social Studi s
111
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Means and Standard Deviations for Gifted Resource Teachers
Means and standard deviations were calculated for the data collected from the
gifted resource teachers' surveys (see Table 8). These data show that the GRTs are more
likely to help gifted cluster teachers to differentiate the curriculum during reading and
math and are less likely to differentiate during writing, science or social studies. During
reading, an average of 3.23 (SD= .832) of the GRTs reported helping cluster teachers
differentiate "almost always" or "frequently." Likewise, during math a mean of 3.08
(SD= .862) of the GRTs reported "almost always" or "frequently" helping cluster
teachers to differentiate. The role of the GRT is different from the cluster teacher which
may account for some of these differences (Appendix G). The GRT is a resource teacher
whose job is to assist the cluster teacher, rather than to directly teach the students
(Appendix G).
Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations for Gifted Resource Teachers helping GCTs to
Differentiate in Core Subject Areas

GRT
Core Subject Area

M

SD

N

Reading

3.23

.832

13

Writing

2.69

.947

13

Math

3.08

.862

13

Science

2.62

.961

13

Social Studies

2.77

1.166

13
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Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations between GRTs and GCTs
The means and standard deviations of the use differentiation of the curriculum
during reading and math were high for gifted cluster teachers, as well as for the GRTs
helping GCTs to differentiate. These data would indicate that Recommendation Number
Eight, on instructional practices of the Evaluation Study in 2005-06 is being implemented
to some extent, especially in reading and math. However, the lower rate of differentiation
during writing, science, and social studies indicated that the recommendations are not
consistently being met.
Frequencies of Differentiated Curriculum Strategies by Type
The second part of the researcher-developed survey asked the gifted cluster
teachers to indicate how they differentiated the curriculum for gifted students in reading,
writing, math, science, and social studies (see Table 9), and asked gifted resource
teachers to indicate how they assisted the cluster teachers in these same areas.
Participants could select as many instructional strategies that they used to differentiate the
curriculum.
In the subject area of reading (see Table 9), challenge (81.8%), content (66.3%),
and depth (64.9%) were the three most reported differentiated instructional strategies
being used by the gifted cluster teachers. Process was the least used instructional strategy
by the gifted cluster teachers reported (29.9%). During reading all of the instructional
strategies were reported being used by the cluster teachers, which suggest that
differentiation, is occurring through the use of these strategies. In math (see Table 9), all
of the instructional strategies were also reported as being used by the gifted cluster
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teachers. The most used strategy was challenge, which was used by 77.9% of the GCTs.
Acceleration was also reported being used by 63.6 percent of the cluster teachers. Less
then fifty percent of the cluster teachers reported using the other strategies, with creativity
being the least used strategy (18.2% ofthe GCTs).
In writing, the data revealed that 55.8% of the gifted cluster teachers used
creativity as an instructional strategy (see Table 9). However, all of the other strategies
were reported being used by less then 50 percent of the cluster teachers. With the lowest
percentage (22%) being the use of acceleration in writing. These data suggest that
differentiated instructional strategies are not being frequently used by the cluster teachers.
During both science and social studies (see Table 9), less then fifty percent of the
cluster teachers reported using any of the differentiated instructional strategies.
Differentiated content and challenge during science were reported being used by 39% of
the cluster teachers. Similarly, in social studies (see Table 9) fewer than 50% of the gifted
cluster teachers used any of the strategies. Product, challenge, and depth were the most
frequently reported strategies used by the gifted cluster teachers.
These data reported overall that differentiated instruction was not consistently
being used in all subject areas to meet the needs of gifted learners which indicated that
Recommendation Number Eight of the NPS Evaluation study has not been fully
implemented. These data indicated that differentiation did not occur equally in all subject
areas, and not all GRT and GCT teachers differentiated curriculum and instruction for
their students.
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Table 9

Percentages ofGCTs' Differentiated Instructional Strategies in Subject Areas
Reading
Instructional

Writing

f

%

40

59.7

77 17

N

%

f

Math
n

f

%

77

49

63.6

Science
N

f

%

12

15.6

Social Studies
n

f

%

77

32

16.9

N

Strategy
Acceleration

22.1

77

77

Depth

50

64.9

77

21

27.3

77

28

36.4

77

32

44.2

77

31

41.6

77

Creativity

39

50.6

77

43

55.8

77

14

18.2

77

14

33.8

77

19

37.7

77

Challenge

63

81.8

77

20

26.0

77

60

77.9

77

28

39.0

77

32

41.6

77

Content

51

66.2

26

33.8 77

30

39.0

30

39.0

31

40.3

Process

23

29.9

77

32

23.4

77

29

37.7

77

20

26.0

77

19

24.7

77

Product

32

41.6

77

32

41.6

77

25

32.5

77

35

45.5

77

32

41.6

77

2

2.6

77

0

0

77

2

2.6

77

1

1.3

77

0

0

77

Other

77
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77

77

77

Interview and Focus Group Results
The first evaluation question was also evaluated through the data collected during
an interview and two focus groups. An interview was conducted with the Director of the
Office of Gifted Education following the semi-structured interview format. Two focus
groups were also conducted, using the same interview questions (Appendix H). Fifteen
gifted resources teachers were invited to attend the focus group session; however, only
four gifted resource teachers agreed to participate. But, on the day of the focus group
session, only three teachers participated. Six gifted cluster teachers agreed to participate
in the focus group session. However, on the day of the focus group interview, there were
four participants. Table 11 contains the comparative responses of the gifted cluster
teachers and gifted resource teachers in the two focus groups. These responses were
coded and synthesized from transcription of the interview sessions (Appendix I).
Overarching themes were developed from the data collected during the interview
and two focus groups through the process of coding (Glesne, 2006; Rossman & Rallis,
2003). During the process of coding, each transcript was first broken down by phrase,
and then coded (Appendix I). The codes were created based on the main idea of the
phrase. After all three transcripts were coded; the researcher looked across the three
transcripts for similar codes which were then compiled into overarching themes (Glesne;
Rossman & Rallis). These overarching themes indicated that the cluster grouping model
is ineffective at consistently meeting the needs of the gifted learner. The following
overarching themes were found through content analysis:
1. Student needs are not being met.
2. GCT and GRT lack understanding and knowledge of the model.
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3. Administration support of the cluster model varies by building.
4. Differentiated curriculum and instructional practices are not occurring regularly
or consistently.
5. Little, if any, acceleration occurs in the district.
The first overarching theme suggests that student needs are not being met. All
three groups of educators expressed that the needs of the gifted learner are not always
met in the gifted cluster model. The reasons for this failure to meet student needs ranged
from lack of administrative support, lack of support for resource teachers, cluster
teachers, too large a range of abilities in the classroom to a lack of understanding of how
to differentiate the curriculum and instruction for the gifted learner. The gifted cluster
teachers stated that the gifted resource teachers were not helpful, and if the classroom
teacher did not differentiate, the gifted student would not receive any services. However,
the GRTs felt that the cluster teachers were not providing differentiation for the gifted
students but were instead expecting the GRT to provide this instruction for the students
(see Table 10). Failing to consistently meet the needs of gifted learners emerged as one of
the overarching themes and is an area ofthe cluster model in Norfolk which is in need of
revision.
The second overarching theme was the gifted cluster teachers' and gifted resource
teachers' lack of understanding and knowledge of the gifted cluster model. Gifted cluster
teachers admitted to not knowing much about the cluster model or the gifted program in
the district. They felt that their lack of understanding was related to the lack of consistent
support from the gifted resource teacher. The cluster teachers questioned whether or not
the resource teachers understood their role in the model and how to serve the gifted
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students (see Table 10). Similarly, the GRTs admitted to not understanding the cluster
model and wondered why it was more effective than the pull-out model. This confusion
expressed by the GCTs and GRTs suggests a problem with the NPS gifted program, as
the ones who are expected to provide instruction in the gifted program do not understand
how to do so, or understand what is expected of them.
The lack of administrative support for the gifted program emerged as another
overarching theme. All three groups noted that the level of support from the
administrators varied from building to building and without the support of the
administration it was very difficult to meet the needs of gifted students. The Director of
the Office of Gifted Education admitted that the lack of administrative support directly
affects the gifted learner, and without the support the students' needs are not met. The
Director stated "some schools principals are more supportive ... of the gifted learner
versus the middle learner, or the underachiever or ... the student who needs more help so
sometimes the advanced learner doesn't always get what they need." Likewise, both
gifted resource teachers suggested that the support from the principals varied between
buildings. The GRTs also stated that they are often asked by the administration to teach
the teachers the strategies which work best with gifted learners, but are not provided with
the time during the day.
The next overarching theme was the irregular and inconsistent use of
differentiated curriculum and instructional practices. All three groups stated that the
curriculum was the Standards of Learning (SOLs) and that the curriculum was not
differentiated, and any differentiation of the curriculum was left up to the cluster teachers
and resource teachers. One gifted resource teacher stated "there is no specific

68

differentiated curriculum. The curriculum is not given to us differentiated we have to
make it up as we go along working with the cluster teacher to meet the specific needs of
the students in the class." Without a unified curriculum, it is hard for teachers to provide
consistent support to gifted learners across the district. When asked how the instructional
pace was varied for gifted learners, the cluster teachers stated "I don't" and that there was
no variation of the instructional pace because of the large range of abilities in the
classroom. However, pre-assessments, flexible and homogenous grouping along with
enrichment and extension activities were mentioned by the cluster teachers as ways to
vary the instructional pace in the classroom. One GCT stated "I think the best
instructional practice is choice just allowing the kids to choose whenever possible and if
there's a different way to produce something or a different way ... they should be allowed
to choose, to me that just sums it up." Similarly, the GRTs felt that student-centered
activities, extension and enrichment, and discussion were the most successful strategies.
The Director responded that when students' interests and learning styles are taken into
account, along with rigor and differentiation, the instruction was most successful. The
Director of the Office of Gifted Education suggested that differentiation occurred through
the use of tiered activities, curriculum compacting, independent study, and differentiated
homework assignments. These data suggest that while there is some use of differentiation
in the curriculum and instruction in the district, it is not occurring regularly or
consistently.
The final overarching theme was the lack of acceleration throughout the district.
None of the groups felt that there was acceleration in the district. The gifted cluster
teachers said that they "don't see it all" and believed that there was no acceleration in the
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district and were unclear of what would be considered acceleration. The gifted resource
teachers and Director indicated that acceleration was situational and usually only used
during a single subject, most often reading. One GRT said "I've only seen it once as a
grade level. .. but you can accelerate in subject levels and that's where we are doing it
more." The GRTs mentioned that they would like to be able to accelerate students, but it
was not a district policy. The Director of the Office of Gifted Education did indicate that
grade skipping has been used quietly successfully before within the district, but that there
was not a policy for acceleration. Even with the limited acceleration in the district, the
Director noted that research has shown that the benefits of acceleration to outweigh the
negatives.
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Table 10
Responses from the Interview and Focus Groups

Interview

Director of the Office of Gifted Gifted Resource

Gifted Cluster

Question

Education

Teachers

Teachers

In what ways

-Lessons modeled by the GRT

-No specific

-SOLS are the

is the

-SOLs are the curriculum

differentiated

curriculum but

curriculum

-Curriculum is differentiated

curriculum, it is

are the minimum

and

-Faster Pacing, curriculum

left up to the GRT standard, and not

instruction

compacting

to work with

differentiated

differentiated

-Differentiation is dependent

GCT

-Curriculum is

for gifted

on principal support

- Administrators

not differentiated

learners in

-Principals vary in support

vary in support of

-Teacher's

Norfolk

-Advanced learner needs not

differentiation

decision to

Public

are always met

development

differentiated

Schools?

- District focuses on overall

-GRT doesn't

rigor and differentiation

help GCT, if GCT
doesn't
differentiated ST
doesn't receive
services

Table continues
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Table 10 (continued)
Responses from the Interview and Focus Groups

Interview Question

Director of the Office

Gifted Resource

Gifted Cluster

of Gifted Education

Teachers

Teachers

What evidence do

-GRT looks at data,

-ST excited about

-ST learn when

you have that the

performance on SOLs learning as evidence

working with like

differentiation is

-Data is evidence of

of success

minded peers

successful in

differentiation

-ST isn't doing the

-Acceleration,

challenging gifted

success

same thing as

group discussions,

learners?

-Anecdotal evidence

classmates

conversations

of differentiation

-ST challenged as

-STmakes

success

evidence

connections, and

-Communication

-Feedback from

challenge each

between GRT and

parents, students,

other

GCT

teachers, and

-Observations as

administrations

evidence

- GCT providing

-ST interested in

differentiation are

learning and excited

evidence of success

about learning
-ST needs met as
evidence of success
Table continues
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Table 10 (continued)

Responses from the Interview and Focus Groups
Interview
Question

Director of the Office

Gifted Resource Teachers

Gifted Cluster
Teachers

of Gifted Education
How do you

- Tiering

-ST mastery of

-No varying of

vary the

- Curriculum

curriculum

instructional pace

instructional

compacting

-Rigor, depth, complexity

because ofthe

pace for

-Questioning

-Extension and

large ranges of

gifted

strategies

enrichment of objective

abilities make it

learners?

-Differentiating the

-Teacher communicates

difficult to

HW, products,

withGRT

differentiate

research

-Pre-assessments

-Pre-assessment

-Independent study

-GRT verbally

-Flexible grouping

communicates with ST

-Homogenous

-Acceleration but one

grouping

can't accelerate in NPS

-Extension

-Open-endness promotes

Activities

greater depth

-Enrichment

-Independent study

Activities

Curriculum compacting
-ST excitement as
evidence success
Table continues
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Table 10 (continued)
Responses from the Interview and Focus Groups

Interview
Question

Director of the Office

Gifted Resource Teachers

of Gifted Education

Gifted Cluster
Teachers

How are

-Acceleration is

-Acceleration is

-No acceleration of

gifted

situational

situational

ST

students

-Advanced readers

-Principal, GRT, GCT

-GCT unclear of

accelerated?

are grade skipped

make decision for

what is

What is the

-NPS doesn't have a

acceleration

acceleration

process? In

policy on acceleration -Acceleration by grade

what areas

-Extreme cases are

level, or subject level

and at what

accelerated

-Subject level

grade levels

-Acceleration is

acceleration is more

does it

successful

common

occur?

-Concern over ST

-Acceleration within the

maturity level in

classroom

acceleration

-Advanced readers are

Research doesn't

accelerated

support concern
about maturity level
-ST academic needs
need to be met
Table continues
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Table 10 (continued)
Responses from the Interview and Focus Groups

Interview
Question

Director of the Office

Gifted Resource Teachers

of Gifted Education

Gifted Cluster
Teachers

What

- Unaware of teacher

-JR Great Books

-JR Great Books

differentiated

created materials

-Jacobs ladder

-Jacobs Ladder

materials do

-Tiering

-Word Masters

-Websites

you use to

-Curriculum

-Bridge Club

-Manipulatives

implement

compacting

-Chess Club

- Questioning

the

-Jr Great Books-

-Hands-on-Equations

-Powerpoints

curriculum

Word Masters

-Philosophy for Kids

-Independent Study

for gifted

-Learning Centers

-Thinking skills

-Shared Inquiry

learners?

-W&M Curriculum

curriculum

-Parental Support

What

Units

- liM

outside of

materials

-Saturday Enrichment -Tiered assignments -

classroom

have you

-liM

Multiple Intelligences

-ST created

created for

Menu

materials

this purpose?

-Early Finisher Centers

-ST lead

-GRT sharing materials

discussions

and ideas

-Talent show
-Hands-OnEquations
Table continues
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Table 10 (continued)

Responses from the Interview and Focus Groups
Interview
Question

Director of the Office

Gifted Resource Teachers

of Gifted Education

Gifted Cluster
Teachers

What

-Differentiation

-Opportunities for open

-Choice as

instructional

-Compacting

discussion

instructional

approaches

curriculum

-Jr Great Book

practice

are most

-Interest surveys

discussions

-Discussions

successful in

-Renzulli

-Student centered

-Shared Inquiry

working with

- Learning styles

activities

-Independent study

the gifted?

-Pre-assessments

-Teacher as facilitator

-Jacob's Ladder

Why?

-Rigor

-Small group instruction

-Literature

-Instruction is

-Creativity

collaborative between
GRTandGCT
-Extending
-Enrichment
-Pull out
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Summary of Findings for Evaluation Question One

Recommendation Number Eight of the NPS Evaluation Study was found not to be
consistently implemented by the gifted cluster teachers or gifted resource teachers.
During reading and math gifted cluster teachers reported using differentiation "almost
always" or "frequently." During writing, science, and social studies the cluster teachers
who reported using differentiation "almost always" or "frequently" was lower than
reading and math. Themes derived from interviews and focus groups supported the
contention that curriculum and instruction are being implemented unevenly, if at all.
2. Are there differences between gifted resource teachers and cluster teachers in the use
of differentiated instructional practices?

In order to address this evaluation question, participants completed the COS-R
survey instrument. The participants self-reported on their teacher behaviors instead of
using observations. This was done because the researcher was not able to complete the
observations during the hours of the school day.
The survey data were compiled into the SPSS program and descriptive statistics
and t-tests were calculated for each of the cluster groupings both the gifted cluster
teachers and the gifted resource teachers (see Table 11). Statistically significant
differences were found for the group means in the cluster dimension of Curriculum,
Planning, and Delivery (t= 2.495, p =.05). These differences favored the GCTs which
indicated that they were more effective at meeting the needs of the students through
general teaching behaviors. This, however, may also be due to the fact that the cluster
teachers are the homeroom classroom teachers and are working with the students
throughout the school day versus the gifted resource teacher whose time is more limited
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with the students. No statistically significant differences were found for any of the other
cluster groupings.
Table 11
Group Differences for COS-R Subscales Between GRTs and GCTs
GRTs
COS-R Subscale

Curriculum, Planning

GCTs

M

SD

M

SD

t (dt)

2.69

.480

2.92

.270

2.495(88)*

and Delivery
Accommodations for Individual

2.75

.408

2.68

.387

.705(88)

2.82

.322

2.68

.364

1.304(88)

2.73

.345

2.50

.552

1.435(88)

2.76

.374

2.55

.570

1.229(88)

2.36

.807

2.19

.767

.745(88)

Differences
Creative Thinking
Strategies
Critical Thinking
Strategies
Problem Solving
Strategies
Research Strategies
*p < .05. **p < .01
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Further analysis of the cluster grouping, Curriculum, Planning and Delivery
revealed some similarities and differences on some of the items between the GCTs and
GRTs (see Table 12). The majority of the gifted cluster teachers (M= 2.87, SD=.338) and
gifted resource teachers (M= 2.67, SD= .376) felt that they were effective at setting high
expectations for student performance. Both groups of teachers felt that they were
effective at incorporating activities for students to apply new knowledge as well as being
effective at encouraging students to express their thoughts. Gifted cluster teachers
(M=2.85, SD= .3 76) and gifted resource teachers (M= 2.62, SD= .514) reported being
effective at having students reflect on what they have learned. Finally, the gifted cluster
teachers (M= 2.62, SD= .506) and gifted resource teachers (M= 2.47, SD= .552) rated
themselves as effective at engaging the students in planning, monitoring or assessing
their learning. Overall, these data indicated that the GCTs were more effective in using
general teaching behaviors in the classroom than the GRTs.
There were also t-tests calculated for each of the group means of the COS-R items
(see Table 12). When running multiple t-tests the researcher increases the risk for Type I
error. A t-test is a comparison of data from the two sample groups to test the evaluation
question about the difference between the means of the two groups. An alpha level of .05
was used, which indicates the probability that the test will lead to a Type I error. Type I
error occurs when the researcher unknowingly rejects the hypothesis believing that a
treatment effect exists, when it does not truly exist (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). With an
alpha level of .05 the researcher is able to minimize the risk of a Type I error (Gravetter
& Wallnau, 2008).

79

The t-tests revealed statistically significant differences for six of the group means
on items of the COS-R. The first statistically significant difference was found for item 5,
"the teacher had students reflect on what they had learned" (t =1.494, p=.OOO). Item 8,
"the teacher encouraged multiple interpretations' of events and situations" (t = .368, p
=.014). Item 11, "the teacher engaged students in problem identification and definition
which was found to be statistically significant" (t= .757, p = .024). Item 13, "the teacher
encouraged students to judge or evaluate situations, problems, or issues" (t = -.514, p=
.000). Item 16, "the teacher encouraged student synthesis or summary of information
within or across the discipline" (t= .275, p=.001). Item 19, "the teacher encouraged
students to demonstrate open-mindedness and tolerance of imaginative, sometimes
playful solutions to problems" (t= .803, p=.002).
These statistically significant differences all favored the gifted resource teachers.
This may be a result of the gifted resource teachers receiving more professional
development focused on gifted education which may have led to a greater understanding
of the needs of gifted learners. Additionally, the items found to be statistically significant,
favoring GRTs, involved extension of activities, research, and independent learning
which GCTs tend to struggle finding time to implement in the classroom setting. When
GRTs work with gifted students, however, it is typically in small group settings or
through extension assignments which lend themselves to independent research
assignments.
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Table 12

Group Differences for COS-R Individual Items Between GRTs and GCTs
GRTs
COS-R Subscale
1.The teacher sets high expectations
2. The teacher incorporates activities

GCTs

M

SD

M

SD

t (dt)

2.69

.376

2.87

.338

-2.495(88)*

2.85

.376

2.62

.514

-.233(88)

2.62

.506

2.47

.552

.903(88)

2.92

.277

2.91

.352

.144(88)

2.85

.376

2.62

.514

1.494(88)

3.00

.000

2.74

.441

2.029(88)

2.83

.389

2.69

.466

1.022(88)

2.69

.480

2.64

.511

.368(88)

for students to apply new knowledge
3.The teacher engaged students in planning,
monitoring, or assessing their learning
4. The teacher encouraged students express
their thoughts
5.The teacher had students reflect on what
they had learned
6.The teacher provided opportunities
For independent or group learning to
Promote depth in understanding content
7.The teacher accommodated individual
Or subgroup differences
8. The teacher encouraged multiple
Interpretations of events and situations
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table continues
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Table 12 (continued)

Group Differences for COS-R Individual Items Between GRTs and GCTs
COS-R Subscale

GRTs
M

9.The teacher allowed students to discover

GCTs

SD

M

SD

t (df)

2.92

.277

2.68

.471

.070(88)

2.85

.376

2.86

.352

.918(88)

2.77

.439

2.66

.476

.451(88)

2.85

.376

2.55

.597

.083(88)

2.69

.480

2.78

.576

.609(88)

2.92

.277

2.31

.765

.006(88)*

key ideas individually through structured
activities or questions
10.The teacher employed brainstorming
Techniques
11. The teacher engaged students in
Problem identifications and definition
12.The teacher engaged students in
Solution finding activities and
Comprehensive solution articulation
13. The teacher encouraged students to
Judge or evaluate situations; problems,
Or issues
14.The teacher engaged students in
Comparing and contrasting ideas
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table continues
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Table 12 (continued)
Group Differences for COS-R Individual Items Between GRTs and GCTs
COS-R Subscale

GRTs

M
15.The teacher provided opportunities

GCTs

SD

M

SD

t (dt)

2.69

.480

2.45

.660

.217(88)

2.62

.506

2.56

.716

.784(88)

2.85

.376

2.36

.672

.019(88)*

2.85

.376

2.70

.630

.424(88)

2.69

.480

2.57

.696

.550(88)

For students to generalize from concrete
Data or information to the abstract
16.The teacher encouraged student
Synthesis or summary of information
Within-or across the disciplines
17.The teacher solicited many diverse
Thoughts about issues or ideas
18.The teacher engaged students in the
Exploration of diverse points of view
To reframe ideas
19. The teacher encouraged students to
Demonstrate open-mindedness and tolerance
Of imaginative sometimes playful
Solutions to problems
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table continues
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Table 12 (continued)

Group Differences for COS-R Individual Items Between GRTs and GCTs
GRTs

GCTs

t (df)

COS-R Subscale

M

20.The teacher provided opportunities for

2.69

.480

2.57

.696

.040(88)*

2.31

.835

2.29

.871

.933(88)

2.46

.967

2.45

.787

.977(88)

2.54

.877

2.16

.875

.148(88)

SD

M

SD

Students to develop and elaborate on their
Ideas
21. The teacher required students to gather
Evidence from multiple sources through
Research-based techniques
22. The teacher provided opportunities for
Students to analyze data and represent it
In appropriate charts
23.The teacher asked questions to assist
Students in making inferences from data
And drawing conclusions
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table continues
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Table 12 (continued)

Group Differences for COS-R Individual Items Between GRTs and GCTs

GRTs

GCTs

t (df)

COS-R Subscale

M

24.The teacher encouraged students to

2.38

.870

1.97

.917

.136(88)

2.54

.877

2.16

.875

.148(88)

SD

M

SD

Determine implications and consequences
Of findings
25.The teacher provided time for students
To communicate research study findings
To relevant audiences in a formal report
And or presentation

Summary of Findings for Evaluation Question Two
There were no statistically significant differences between the gifted resource
teachers and gifted cluster teachers on the COS-R in the cluster dimensions of
accommodations for individual differences, problem solving, critical thinking, creative
thinking, or research strategies. There were statistically significant differences in the
dimension of Curriculum, Planning, and Delivery, favoring gifted cluster teachers.
Additionally, there were statistically significant differences found for five of the group
means for the COS-R items; favoring the GRTs. This repeated greater effectiveness may
be a result of GRT small group interaction with gifted students during which the focus of
the instruction is on extension and enrichment activities.
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3. To what extent does the Local Educational Plan for the Education of the Gifted (LEA)
for Norfolk Public Schools align with the NAGC Curriculum and Instructional
standards?
This evaluation question was addressed through a discrepancy analysis between
the Norfolk LEA Plan for the Gifted and the NAGC Curriculum and Instruction
Standards. Discrepancy analysis is an assessment of differences between the objectives of
an educational program and the actual achievement (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007).

Document Review Results
The NAGC Curriculum and Instructional standards were created, based on
research, in order to provide school districts with a framework of minimum and
exemplary standards of gifted programming (NAGC, 2000). The minimum standards
represent the basic requirements for a satisfactory gifted program; while the exemplary
standards offer the components of exemplary gifted programs (NAGC). The NAGC
Standards provide a framework for evaluating gifted programming as well as providing
guidance for revision of programming. The NAGC Curriculum and Instruction Standards
therefore were selected as the guidelines for the document review of the NPS LEA, in
regards to curriculum and instruction.
First, a thorough document review of the Norfolk Public Schools Local
Educational Plan for the Education of Gifted Students and a review of the NAGC
Curriculum and Instructional Standards were done. Second, each guiding principle of the
NAGC Curriculum and Instruction Standard was studied. The researcher examined the
LEA document in search of any reference or phrasing which might indicate that either the
minimum or exemplary NAGC standard was being met. Any evidence of the standard
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found in the LEA was noted in the summary chart (see Table 13). Finally, all major
discrepancies between the two documents were noted in a separate column (see Table
14).
The results of this document review indicated that there is little alignment
between the LEA to the NAGC Curriculum and Instructional standards (See Table 13).
First, the NPS LEA does not have a differentiated curriculum listed for elementary
schools, nor are there any clearly identified instructional adaptations for gifted students.
There was a Young Scholars curriculum for middle school students mentioned; however,
the LEA indicates that it was still in the process of being written and pilot tested.
Additionally, LEA personnel have not systematically written differentiated instruction or
objectives for elementary gifted students. The LEA does mention that differentiation
should include content, product, process, interests, and levels of abilities well as a list of
instructional strategies that may be used to provide challenging educational opportunities.
However, there were no specific means of demonstrating proficiency or processes for
academic acceleration in the LEA. Furthermore, the LEA does not address at all the
NAGC 2.1M standard which states that teachers must differentiate, replace, supplement,
or modify curricula to facilitate higher level learning goals. The LEA does not mention
any curricular options, materials, or special classes for gifted students at the elementary
level (See Table 13).
The lack of alignment to NAGC Curriculum and Instructional Standards suggests
that NPS has not advanced the recommendations of the earlier evaluation study to a
higher level. For example, the lack of acceleration in the district can be traced back to the
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LEA where there is absolutely no mention of acceleration. Similarly, the lack ofunified
differentiated curriculum and instructional practices were not found in the LEA.
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Table 13
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standards

Norfolk LEA

Discrepancy

l.OM Differentiated

- The conceptual development of differentiation

-No differentiated curriculum

curriculum (curricular and

~Gifted

listed for elementary school

instructional adaptations that

coherent curricular framework

-Differentiated curriculum for

address the unique learning

-context of a K-12 educational structure

elementary is not articulated in the

needs of gifted learners) for

-comprehensive gifted approach to curriculum in place

LEA

gifted learners must be

-all curricular plans

-Young Scholars curriculum is not

integrated and articulated

-Young Scholars Curriculum for middle schools for use

fully written and is in the 3 year

throughout the district

in honors and credit-bearing courses

process of being written and

-AP and IB courses utilize the associated curriculum

piloted

Strategies approach toward the creation of a

framework
-Governor's School for Arts
-Strolling Silver Strings
-All-City Jazz Band
Table continues
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Table 13 (continued)
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standard

Norfolk LEA

Discrepancy

2.0M Instruction, objectives,

-Differentiation that includes content, product, process,

-No systematically

and strategies provided to

interests, and abilities

differentiated according to

gifted learners must be

-Some strategies used to accelerate and enrich content for

LEA

systematically differentiated

gifted

-No instruction, objectives

from those in the regular

listed as differentiated

classroom
2.1M Teachers must

-Differentiation that includes content, product, process,

-This is not addressed in the

differentiate, replace,

interests, and abilities

LEA

supplement, or modify

-lifelong learning

curricula to facilitate higher

-vertical articulation

level learning goals

-scaffolding

Table continues
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Table 13 (continued)
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standards
2.2M Means for demonstrating

Norfolk LEA
-All students will be responsible for the Virginia

Discrepancy
-No specific means for

proficiency in essential regular

Standards of Learning

demonstrating proficiency listed

curriculum concepts and

-Instructional strategies used in the division to

in the LEA

processes must be established to

accelerate and enrich the content for gifted learners

-No specific processes are

facilitate appropriate academic

beyond the grade-level or course expectations for all

established by the LEA for

acceleration

learners.

academic acceleration

2.3M Gifted learners must be

-Instructional strategies: curriculum compacting/pre-

-List of instructional strategies to

assessed for proficiency in basic

assessment, telescoping and acceleration

provide alternative challenging

skills and knowledge and

-All curricula plans for gifted students in Norfolk

educational opportunities in

provided with alternative

consider: varied, ongoing, and authentic assessment

LEA

challenging educational
opportunities when proficiency
is demonstrated
Table continues
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Table 13 (continued)
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standards
3.0M A program of instruction must

Norfolk LEA
-Instructional strategies used in the division to

Discrepancy
-No specific advanced content is

consist of advanced content and

accelerate and enrich the content for gifted

listed for elementary level

appropriately differentiated teaching

learners beyond the grade-level or course

strategies to reflect the accelerative

expectations for all learners.

learning pace and advanced
intellectual processes of gifted
learners.
4.0 M Decisions to proceed or limit

-No evidence of an assessment

the acceleration of content and grade

for acceleration or process for

acceleration must only be considered

deciding when to accelerate

of a thorough assessment

listed in the LEA

Table continues
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LEA where there is absolutely no mention of acceleration. Similarly, the lack ofunified
differentiated curriculum and instructional practices were not found in the LEA.
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throughout the district
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process ofbeing written and
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Table 13 (continued)
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standard

Norfolk LEA

Discrepancy

2.0M Instruction, objectives,

-Differentiation that includes content, product, process,

-No systematically

and strategies provided to

interests, and abilities

differentiated according to

gifted lea...-ners must be

-Some strategies used to accelerate and enrich content for

LEA

systematically differentiated

gifted

-No instruction, objectives
listed as differentiated

from those in the regular
classroom
2.1M Teachers must

-Differentiation that includes content, product, process,

-This is not addressed in the

differentiate, replace,

interests, and abilities

LEA
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curricula to facilitate higher

-vertical articulation

level learning goals

-scaffolding
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Table 13 (continued)
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2.2M Means for demonstrating

Norfolk LEA
-All students will be responsible for the Virginia

Discrepancy
-No specific means for

proficiency in essential regular

Standards of Learning

demonstrating proficiency listed

curriculum concepts and

-Instructional strategies used in the division to

in the LEA

processes must be established to

accelerate and enrich the content for gifted learners

-No specific processes are

facilitate appropriate academic

beyond the grade-level or course expectations for all

established by the LEA for

acceleration

learners.

academic acceleration

2.3M Gifted learners must be

-Instructional strategies: curriculum compacting/pre-

-List of instructional strategies to

assessed for proficiency in basic

assessment, telescoping and acceleration

provide alternative challenging

skills and knowledge and

-All curricula plans for gifted students in Norfolk

educational opportunities in

provided with alternative

consider: varied, ongoing, and authentic assessment

LEA

challenging educational
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Table 13 (continued)
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standards
3.0M A program of instruction must

Norfolk LEA
- Instructional strategies used in the division to

Discrepancy
-No specific advanced content is

consist of advanced content and

accelerate and enrich the content for gifted

listed for elementary level

appropriately differentiated teaching

learners beyond the grade-level or course

strategies to reflect the accelerative

expectations for all learners.

learning pace and advanced
intellectual processes of gifted
learners.
4.0 M Decisions to proceed or limit

-No evidence of an assessment

the acceleration of content and grade

for acceleration or process for

acceleration must only be considered

deciding when to accelerate

of a thorough assessment

listed in the LEA

Table continues
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Table 13 (continued)
Results of the Document Review of the LEA

NAGC Minimum Standards
5.0M Diverse and appropriate

Norfolk LEA
-Variety of instructional strategies are listed.

Discrepancy
-No evidence of variety of

learning experiences must

curricular options or materials in

consist of a variety of

the LEA

curricular options,
instructional strategies, and
materials.
5.1 M Flexible instructional

-Instructional strategies: independent study/small group

-No evidence of special classes,

arrangements (e.g. special

investigations/research investigations/original research

seminars, resource rooms,

classes, seminars, resource

mentorships available at the

rooms, mentorships,

elementary level

independent study, and
research projects) must be
available.
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Summary ofFindings for Evaluation Question Three

Based on a content analysis there was little alignment between the NPS LEA and
the NAGC Curriculum and Instructional Standards in regards to: how to vary
instructional pace; how to measure the success of differentiation; no differentiated
curriculum or materials across the district for gifted learners; policy and process for
student acceleration.
Summary of Overall Findings

The evaluation findings for this study were grouped by evaluation question. This
section summarizes the overall findings.
Evaluation Question One: To what degree have the recommendations of the 2005-06
evaluation study been implemented in the Norfolk Public Schools district in regards to
curriculum and instructional practices?
Summary of Findings
1. During reading and math, gifted cluster teachers reported using differentiation
"almost always" or "frequently."
2. The percentage of differentiation reported by the gifted cluster teachers during
writing, science and social studies was lower than reading and math.
3. Themes derived from interviews and focus groups supported the contention
that curriculum and instruction are being implemented unevenly, if at all.
Evaluation Question Two: Are there differences between gifted resource teachers and
cluster teachers in the use of differentiated instructional practices?
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Summary of Findings
1. There were no significant differences between gifted resource teachers and
gifted cluster teachers in their accommodations for individual differences,
problem solving, critical thinking, creative thinking or research strategies.
2. There were significant differences for curriculum, planning, and delivery,
favoring the GCTs ..
3. Statistically significant differences were reported for five of the items on the
COS-R in respect to the degree of effectiveness, favoring the GRTs. The five
items were; teacher encouraged multiple interpretations of events and situations;
the teacher engaged students in problem identification and definition; the teacher
encouraged students to judge or evaluate situations, problems, or issues, the
teacher encouraged student synthesis or summary of information within or across
the discipline; the teacher encouraged students to demonstrate open-mindness and
tolerance of imaginative, sometimes playful solutions to problems.
Evaluation Question Three: To what extent does the Local Educational Plan for the
Education of Gifted Students (LEA) for Norfolk Public Schools align with the
Curriculum and Instructional NAGC standards?
Summary of Findings
1. Based on a discrepancy analysis, there was little alignment between the LEA
and the NAGC Curriculum and Instructional standards in the areas of: how to
vary instructional pace or how to measure the success of differentiation;
policy on acceleration; differentiated curriculum or materials across the
district for gifted learners.
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Chapter V
This chapter discusses the study findings in relation to the literature, and provides
a study conclusion. In addition this chapter shares practice and research implications of
the study.
Discussion
The results from this study suggest that few positive gains have been made since
the Evaluation of the Elementary School Gifted Cluster Model: 2005-06, in regards to the
eighth recommendation about curriculum and instruction. The findings indicate that there
is still a need for revision of the NPS gifted cluster model. The major benefit of the gifted
cluster grouping model is the ability to provide gifted students with a teacher who has the
knowledge and ability to differentiate the curriculum and instruction so that gifted
students have a challenging educational experience in the regular classroom (Bernal,
2003; Gentry, 1999).
The data collected in this evaluation study show that more than fifty percent of the
cluster teachers use differentiated curriculum during reading and mathematics "almost
always" or "frequently." While this is an encouraging sign that the curriculum is being
differentiated some of the time for gifted students during these subjects; these data also
suggested that less than half of gifted cluster teachers are using differentiation in writing,
science, or social studies. These findings indicate that the gifted cluster grouping model is
not being implemented to the degree to which it would be most effective for gifted
learners. When gifted learners are not receiving differentiated curriculum and instruction,
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their needs are not being met (Guskey, 2007; Rogers, 2002; Tieso, 2003, 2005) because
many gifted students have mastered the grade level objectives and skills prior to entering
the grade. Effective teachers differentiate the curriculum and instruction so that all
students are learning at their zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978).
Based on a content analysis of interview and focus group transcripts, the use of
differentiation and support of the gifted program was suggested to be dependent on the
building administration's support. Lack of support from the administration is a struggle
that gifted programming is dealing with across the nation. Administrators who are faced
with many failing students and the requirements ofNCLB, often do not place an
emphasis on a group of students who are succeeding (VanTassel-Baska, 2008).
Overlooking the needs of gifted students is also made easier when policies, procedures,
and expectations are not clearly written.
Based on the focus group data, neither the gifted cluster teachers nor the gifted
resource teachers clearly understand their role in the gifted cluster model. Confusion
about the gifted cluster model is a result of the lack of clear expectations and has been
found in the literature to be common problems with the that model (Schuler, 1997). The
gifted cluster teachers expressed frustration at the GRTs and felt that there was very little
support in the form of modeling, professional development, or small group instruction
from the GRTs in the classroom. One of the benefits of the cluster model found in the
research was the increased level of support for the classroom teachers and professional
development (Brulles, Saunders & Cohen, 2008; Gentry & Own, 1999; Hoover, 1993).
Unfortunately, this evaluation study suggests that the GCTs and GRTs are not receiving
that consistent support or professional development.
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Both the quantitative and qualitative findings of the study support the contention
that curriculum and instruction are being implemented unevenly. High-quality instruction
is essential to the success and academic growth of students, and without it students are
inhibited in their learning (Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978). The pattern of
differences of the strategies used varied by subject area as well. The benefits ofusing of
these instructional strategies with gifted learners are well documented in the literature.
Differentiating the content, process, and product are shown in the literature to benefit
gifted students by allowing them opportunities to explore an area of interest (Gallagher,
1975; VanTassel-Baska, Bass, Reis, Poland & Avery, 1998; Ward, 1980) as well as
independent study (Bloom, 1985; Davis & Rimm, 2004; Tomlinson, 1999; VanTasselBaska, 1998). Gifted students characteristically are independent learners and when given
the opportunity to have ownership of their learning, these students truly excel (Bums,
1993). Gifted learners benefit even more when acceleration and depth are differentiated
during the lesson (VanTassel-Baska, 2003) because they are able to take ownership of
their learning. When the depth of curriculum is differentiated gifted students are able to
explore the content in greater detail (Kaplan, 2008; Parker, 2007). Differentiating the
curriculum through acceleration provides an appropriate level of challenge for gifted
students who have already mastered the material (Davis & Rimm, 2005; Lin-Cohen &
Hertzog, 2007; Rogers, 1991; VanTassel-Baska, 2005).
This study also examined whether there were differences between the gifted
resource teachers and gifted cluster teachers in their instructional practices. There were
no significant differences between the two groups of teachers in accommodations for
individual differences, critical thinking, creative thinking, problem solving strategies, or
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research strategies. However, there was a statistically significant difference for the
curriculum, planning, and delivery of instruction, favoring the GCTs. Other studies using
the COS-R have found differences between the dimensions. VanTassel-Baska, et al.
(2008) found differences between teachers over a three year period in five of the
dimensions including curriculum, planning, and delivery of instruction. These results
indicated that over a three year period statically significant growth in teacher instruction
is possible. Another study found that teachers were frequently using four of the
dimensions; including curriculum, planning, and delivery of instruction. The dimensions
of problem solving and research strategies being less frequent (VanTassel-Baska, J.,
Feng, A., MacFarlene, B., Heng, M., Tee Teo, C., Wong, M., Quek, C., & Khong, B.,
2008).
Based on a discrepancy analysis, there was little alignment between the LEA and
the NAGC Curriculum and Instructional standards on general directions; how to vary
instructional pace or how to measure the success of differentiation; lack of a policy on
acceleration; and lack of differentiated curriculum or materials across the district for
gifted learners.
NAGC Curriculum and Instructional standards were created with the purpose of
providing districts research-based guidelines for best practices for gifted education
(NAGC, 1998). Because of the critical role curriculum and instruction play in the
development oftalent (Guskey, 2007; Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 1998), it is
essential for the LEA to clearly outline its expectations and practices. The lack of a clear
and concise plan has resulted in a gifted education program that is not meeting the needs
of the students which was reflected during interview and focus group sessions.
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The literature shows that professional development is traditionally one of the
areas of strength for the gifted cluster model (Brulles, Saunders & Cohen, 2008; Gentry
& Owen, 1999; Hoover, 1993). With professional development, teachers are better

prepared to meet the needs of their students as well as increased ownership in the
program. The findings of the content analysis suggest that the gifted cluster model in
Norfolk is in need of increased professional development for the gifted cluster teachers,
focused on how to differentiate during writing, science, and social studies as well as
specific instructional strategies.
The findings of this study also suggest that the lack of unified differentiated
curriculum, instructional strategies, and materials are negatively affecting the gifted
cluster program. These negative effects are evident in the frustration expressed by the
GRTs and GCTs during the focus group sessions about the lack of differentiated
curriculum, available materials for gifted students. Additionally, the content analysis of
the interview and focus group sessions suggested that the implementation of the gifted
cluster model was dependent on the building administration. Perhaps, with a unified
differentiated curriculum for gifted, the administration would be more supportive ofthe
program.
Differentiated curriculum and instructional strategies are necessary in the
development of talent in gifted learners (VanTassel-Baska, 2005). The inconsistent use of
instructional strategies to differentiate the curriculum was reflected in the statistically
significant results showing gifted resource teachers are using process, product, content,
and depth to differentiate curriculum more frequently than gifted cluster teachers. These
same strategies are found in the LEA and were cited by both the Director of the Office of
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Gifted Education Services and GRTs as ways to differentiate curriculum; however, the
GCTs did not mention these strategies as ways to meet the needs of gifted learners during
the focus group session. Furthermore, the data collected in the researcher-created survey
shows that GCTs are not using process, product, content, and depth as often as GRTs to
differentiate curriculum. Process, product, content, and depth are research-based
strategies which are proven to be effective in teaching gifted learners (Tomlinson, 1999).
These discrepancies are also seen with the use of specific instructional strategies.
The LEA lists creative problem solving, tiered activities, curriculum compacting,
problem-based learning, and inquiry based instruction as some of the differentiated
instructional strategies being used in the district for gifted learners. Each of these
research-based strategies is effective in meeting the needs of gifted students (Feldhusen,
1998; Gallagher, 2001; Tomlinson, 1999; Reis & Renzulli, 1992; VanTassel-Baska &
Brown, 2007; Winebrenner, 2003). However, the qualitative data indicate that only the
Director of the Office of Gifted Education Services and gifted resource teachers are
aware of these strategies. GRTs reported using these strategies to meet the needs of their
students, but the GCTs were not aware of them.

Conclusions
This evaluation study provided data on the effectiveness of the Norfolk Public
Schools gifted cluster program in regards to curriculum and instruction which should be
used to effect policy changes in the school district to better meet the needs of gifted
learners. The current LEA is in the process of revision and areas of concern are being
addressed, according to the Director of the Office of Gifted Education Services.
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Currently, differentiate curriculum and instruction is not being consistently used
with gifted students in NPS. Teachers are more likely to use differentiated instruction and
curriculum for gifted students in reading and mathematics than in science, social studies,
or writing. Gifted cluster teachers and resource teachers report the use of differentiated
strategies as "somewhat effective." Stakeholders report limited response to gifted
students needs in classrooms. Gifted cluster teachers report significantly more effective
use of curriculum, planning, and delivery than resource teachers.
The LEA is not aligned with the NAGC Curriculum and Instruction Standards.
While revising the Norfolk LEA, the district should align the LEA with the NAGC
Curriculum and Instruction Standards as well as include more specific curriculum and
instructional strategies for gifted learners. This would help gifted cluster teachers in
meeting the needs of their students because curriculum and instruction are pivotal in the
gifted child's talent development process (NAGC, 2000).
The gifted cluster grouping model is an effective way to meet the needs of gifted
students (Gentry & Owen, 1999; Hoover, 1993; Brulles, Saunders & Cohen, 2008;
Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008) in the regular classroom. This model provides students
with more opportunities to receive differentiated instruction and curriculum (Brulles, et
al.; Rogers, 2007; VanTassel-Baska, 2005) on a daily basis; which ensures that their
needs are consistently being met. But, the Norfolk Gifted Cluster Model is not being
implemented in a manner in which these benefits are being fully realized.
Implications for Practice
There are several implications for practice that arise from this study. First, the
gifted program model in Norfolk Public Schools is still in need of revision in regards to

102

curriculum and instruction. The results of this study show that while some teachers are
differentiating in the classrooms, many of the teachers are still unclear about the gifted
program. This confusion stems from a Local Educational Plan for Gifted Education
without clear expectations for curriculum and instruction for the elementary schools. The
district is already in the process of revising the LEA, and an updated version is expected
to be released in Spring 2009. Once the revisions have been implemented it will be
critical to monitor the progress of the revisions of differentiated practices, which could be
done by the gifted resource teacher.
The frustration and confusion expressed by the gifted cluster teachers and gifted
resource teachers about the lack of knowledge of the gifted program and differentiation
indicates that there is a need for more support for both groups of teachers. The teachers
need support in the form of workshops focused on the characteristics of giftedness and
the cluster grouping model; on-going professional development focused on differentiated
instruction and curriculum in the cluster model; support in the classroom from the gifted
resource teachers as well as support from the building administrators. With clearer
expectations of the gifted program and understanding of how to meet the needs of gifted
students, both groups of teachers will be more likely to gain support from building
administrators.
Finally, the use of research-based differentiated materials; rather than to expect
the teachers to create their own, are needed in order to aid teachers in providing
differentiated curriculum. With the addition of unified differentiated curriculum for gifted
students and additional training on differentiated instructional strategies, the NPS gifted
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cluster grouping model could be a highly effective way to meet the needs of the gifted
learners.

Implications for Research
Future research studies should evaluate the match between grouping models and
the most effective differentiated instructional strategies. Research studies examining the
frequency of which different strategies are used by master cluster and resource teachers
would provide insight into which methods are used most effectively.
In the age of accountability, it is important to be able to link curriculum and
instruction to data. Therefore, more research studies should focus on the effects of
differentiated instruction and curriculum on gifted students' learning. There is also a need
for longitudinal studies focused on the long-term benefits to gifted learners who are
taught through the use of differentiated curriculum instructional strategies.
Research must continue to focus on evaluation studies of gifted programming
especially at the elementary level. Gifted programming will not improve if districts do
not conduct evaluation studies, implement the recommendations, and then reevaluate the
program.
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Appendix A
Gifted Resource Teacher Survey
1.

Curriculum: Select the answer that best describes your experience.
1
Almost
Never

2
Occasionally

3
Frequently

4

Almost
Always

a. Do you help cluster teachers differentiate
the curriculum for gifted students in
reading?
b. Do you help cluster teachers differentiate
the curriculum for gifted students in writing?
c. Do you help cluster teachers differentiate
the curriculum for gifted students in math?
d. Do you help cluster teachers differentiate
the curriculum for gifted students in science?
e. Do you help cluster teachers differentiate
the curriculum for gifted students in social
studies?
2a.. Please indicate how you help gifted cluster teachers differentiate curriculum for the gifted
students. Circle all that apply.

2a.Reading

2b. Writing

2c. Math

2d Science

2e. Social Studies

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:
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AppendixB
Gifted Cluster Teacher Survey
1.

Curriculum: Select the answer that best describes your experience.
1
Almost
Never

2
Occasionally

3
Frequently

4

Almost
Always

a. Do you differentiate the curriculum in
your classroom for gifted students in
reading?
b. Do you differentiate the curriculum in
your classroom for gifted students in
writing?
c. Do you differentiate the curriculum in
your classroom for gifted students in math?
d. Do you differentiate the curriculum in
your classroom for gifted students in
science?
e. Do you differentiate the curriculum in
your classroom for gifted students in social
studies?

la. Please indicate how you differentiate curriculum for the gifted students. Circle all that apply.

la. Reading

lb. Writing

lc. Math

ld. Science

le. Social Studies

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:

Acceleration

Depth

Creativity

Challenge

Content

Process

Product

Other:
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Appendix C
Validation of Survey Instrument Tables
Gifted Resource Teacher Survey
Question 2: Instruction: Select the answer that best describes your experience.
Question
Question
Suggestions for
Item Description
Item
Number
was relevant was clear
Improvement
f%
f%
Do you differentiate
100 5
100 -collaborate with
a.
5
instruction for gifted students
cluster teachers
in reading?
-wording makes it
sound like the GRT
was the CT
Do you differentiate
100 5
b.
5
100 -collaborate with
instruction for gifted students
cluster teachers
in writing?
Do you differentiate
100 5
5
100 -collaborate with
c.
instruction for gifted students
cluster teachers
in math?
Do you differentiate
d.
5
100 5
100 -collaborate with
instruction for gifted students
cluster teachers
in science?
Do you differentiate
e.
100 5
100 -collaborate with
5
instruction for gifted students
cluster teachers
in social studies?

Item
Number
General
Response
to
Question

Item Description

Suggestions for Improvement

Instruction: Select the

-more succinct wording might be as follows: Do you
differentiate reading instruction for gifted students?

answer that best describes
your expenence

2
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Question 2a: Please indicate how you differentiate instruction for the gifted students. Circle all
that apply.
Item
Number

Item Description

2a.

How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in reading?

2b.

How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in writing?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in math?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in science?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in social studies?

2c.

2d.

2e.

Item
Number
General
Response
to 2a.

Question
was relevant

Question
was clear

f%
5

100

f%
100
5

5

100

5

100

5

100

5

100

5

100

5

100

5

100

5

100

Suggestions for
Improvement
-which practices do
you use when you
collaborate on
differentiation of
instruction?

Item Description

Suggestions for Improvement

Please indicate how you
differentiate instruction for
the gifted students. Circle all
that apply.

-Technically no one answered "yes"- they gave a
likert style rating.
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Question 3: Curriculum: Select the answer that best describes your experience.
Item
Item Description
Question
Question
Suggestions for
Number
was relevant was clear
Improvement
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Item
Number
General
Response
to 3.

Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in reading?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in writing?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in math?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in science?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in social studies?

f%
3

60

f%
60
3

3

60

3

60

3

60

3

60

3

60

3

60

3

60

3

60

-Use or create
differentiated
curriculum

Item Description

Suggestions for Improvement

Curriculum: Select the

-Is there a way to break apart the sections, or
offer a sentence of explanation for each, so it
was clear that you're on something new
-more succinct wording might be as follows:
Do you differentiate the reading curriculum for
gifted students?

answer that best describes
your experience.
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Question 3a: Please indicate how you differentiate curriculum for the gifted students. Circle all
that apply.
I
Suggestions for
Item
Item Description
Question
Question
Improvement
Number
was relevant was clear
f%
f%
do
you
differentiate
How
-which materials or
50
5
50
3a.
5
curriculum for the gifted
strategies you use to
students in reading?
provide
differentiated
curriculum for gifted
students
do
you
differentiate
How
-wouldn't
higher
5
50
5
50
3b.
curriculum for the gifted
level thinking skills
students in writing?
be an integral part of
the other ways that
you listed for
differentiating the
curriculum?
How do you differentiate
3c.
5
50
5
50
curriculum for the gifted
students in math?
How do you differentiate
3d.
5
50
5
50
curriculum for the gifted
students in science?
How do you differentiate
3e.
5
50
5
50
curriculum for the gifted
students in social studies?

Item Description
Item
Number
General Please indicate how you
response differentiate curriculum for
the gifted students. Circle all
to 3a.
that apply.

Suggestions for Improvement
-we didn't answer "yes"
-In my opinion, pre-assessment is a step(the
initial step) in the process toward
differentiating the curriculum. Pre-assessment
would precede the use of curriculum
compacting or acceleration. Perhaps you could
substitute simulations (Interact simulations,
published by Bright Ideas) in place of preassessments
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Validation of Survey Instrument Tables
Gifted Cluster Teacher Survey
Question 2: Instruction: Select the answer that best describes your experience.
Question
Suggestions for
Item
Item Description
Question
Number
was relevant was clear
Improvement

f%
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Item
Number
General
Response
to
Question

Do you differentiate
instruction for gifted students
in reading?
Do you differentiate
instruction for gifted students
in writing?
Do you differentiate
instruction for gifted students
in math?
Do you differentiate
instruction for gifted students
in science?
Do you differentiate
instruction for gifted students
in social studies?

Item Description

f%

9

90

10

100

-wording
-NA

9

90

10

100

10

100

10

100

-NA
-differentiation is done
individually always
-NA

9

90

10

100

10

100

10

100

Suggestions for Improvement

Instruction: Select the
answer that best describes
yourexpenence

2
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Question 2a: Please indicate how you differentiate instruction for the gifted students. Circle all
that apply.
Item
Number

Item Description

2a.

How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in reading?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in writing?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in math?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in science?
How do you differentiate
instruction for the gifted
students in social studies?

2b.

2c.

2d.

2e.

Item
Number
General
Response
to 2a.

Item Description

Question
was relevant

Question
was clear

f%
10

100

.f%
10 100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

Suggestions for
Improvement

Suggestions for Improvement

Please indicate how you
differentiate instruction for
the gifted students. Circle all
that apply.
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Question 3:

Curriculum: Select the answer that best describes your experience.

Item
Number

Item Description

Question
was relevant
f%

Question
was clear
f%

Suggestions for
Improvement

a.

Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in reading?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in writing?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in math?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in science?
Do you differentiate the
curriculum for gifted students
in social studies?

10

100

10

100

-NA

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

10

100

b.

c.

d.
e.

Item
Number
General
Response
to 3.

Item Description

-NA

Suggestions for Improvement

Curriculum: Select the
answer that best describes
your experience.
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Question 3a: Please indicate how you differentiate curriculum for the gifted students. Circle all
that apply.
1
Question
Suggestions for
Item Description
Question
Item
was relevant was clear
Improvement
Number
f%
f%
How do you differentiate
10
100 10 100 -Inquiry-based
3a.
curriculum for the gifted
instructional
students in reading?
techniques (similar
to JGB) how about
student led
discussion groupsliterature circles?
-Novel studies- how
is this
differentiation? How
about higher level
reading texts? Or
Word Masters
competitions?
How do you differentiate
3b.
10
100 10 100 -Hamburger Model
curriculum for the gifted
(same as persuasive)
students in writing?
how about authentic
tasks/audiences?
Writing contests?
How do you differentiate
10
100 10 100 -pre-assessment how
3c.
curriculum for the gifted
is this
students in math?
differentiation?
What about online
mentorships or use
of technology or
mathematical
competitions?
How
do you differentiate
3d.
10
100 10 100
curriculum for the gifted
students in science?
How do you differentiate
10
100 10 100 -how about
3e.
curriculum for the gifted
advanced
students in social studies?
texts/resources?

Item Description
Item
Number
General Please indicate how you
response differentiate curriculum for
the gifted students. Circle all
to 3a.
that apply.

Suggestions for Improvement
-they didn't all lend themselves to curriculum,
but were instructional in nature.
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Appendix D
The

Cullr!gt~

of--------

VVIIALJAM & MARY
February 2009

Dear Colleague,
My name is Katie Dolph and I am the 4th grade gifted cluster teacher at Camp
Allen Elementary School. I am also a doctoral candidate at the College of William &
Mary. As part of the dissertation, I am conducting a study about the curriculum and
instructional practices used in Norfolk Public Schools gifted cluster model.
The Gifted Cluster Teacher Survey and the COS-Rare attached and I would
appreciate your help by completing the voluntary and confidential survey. The survey has
been approved by NPS (Dr. Flanagan, SEAS). Please complete and return the survey as
soon as possible, by February 27, 2009.
Thank you if you have already sent back the survey! I really appreciate your help
and participation! Please let me know if you have any questions by email or phone.
Katie Dolph
451-4170
kdolph@nps.k 12.va. us
4th Grade Gifted Cluster Teacher
Camp Allen Elementary School
Doctoral Candidate @ College of William & Mary

THIS PROJECT WAS FOUND TO COMPLY WITH APPROPRIATE ETHICAL
STANDARDS AND WAS EXEMPTED FROM THE NEED FOR FORMAL REVIEW
BY THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY PROTECTION OF HUMAN
SUBJECTS COMMITTEE (Phone 757-221-3966) ON 2009-01-31 AND EXPIRES ON
2010-01-31
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Appendix E
Table of Specifications: Differentiated Curriculum and Instruction
Differentiated

Researcher-

Researcher

Findings

Developed
Curriculum
Content

Survey
la-le

Maker, 1982; Gallagher,

Many gifted students have mastered the

1975; Shanley, 1993;

grade level curriculum prior to the

Tomlinson, 1999;

grade. Content should reflect gifted

VanTassel-Baska, 1998;

students' interests and opportunity for

Vygotsky, 1978;

exploration. Curriculum compacting and

Ward, 1980

acceleration are important tools for
content differentiation

Process

la-le

Bloom, 1985; Kaplan,
1979; Tomlinson, 1999;
VanTassel-Baska, 1998

Gifted students are characteristically
independent learners who enjoy
searching out answers; inquiry-based
learning, problem solving, critical
thinking

Product

la-le

Bums, 1993; Davis &

gifted students learn more when

Rimm, 2004; Levy, 2008;

learning is self-directed; independent

Tomlinson, 1991;

study differentiates the product allowing

Reis & Schack, 1993

students to demonstrate understanding in
a meaningful way

Acceleration

la-le

Davis & Rimm, 2005;

Acceleration allows for students to work

Lin-Cohen & Hertzog,

at the appropriate level of challenge. It is

2007; Rogers, 1991;

recognized by NAGC as beneficial to

VanTassel-Baska, 2005

gifted, and increased student motivation
to learn
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Table (continued)
Table of Specifications: Differentiated Curriculum and Instruction

Depth

1a-1e

Archambault, Westberg,

Gifted learners want to know everything

Brown, Hallmark, Zhang

that they can about a topic. Self-directed

& Emmons, 1993; Kaplan,

learners. Content is explore in content,

2008; Parker, 2007;

depth concepts and principles

Rogers, 2007; Sternberg,
1986
Complexity

1a-1e

VanTassel-Baska & Little,

Gifted learners excel with ill-structured

2003

problems where they have to think at
higher levels and abstract levels; provides
multiple levels ofthinking

Challenge

1a-1e

Gallagher, Harradine &

Consistent, challenging curriculum is not

Coleman, 1997; Sternberg,

provided to gifted on a regular basis.

1986; VanTassel-Baska,

NC district found that gifted students

2003

were only challenged by their math
curriculum, and overall the curriculum
was redundant and low levels of
thinking. Gifted students need an
advance curriculum in order to be
challenged.
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Table (continued)
Table of Specifications: Differentiated Curriculum and Instruction

Differentiated

COS-R

Researcher

Findings

Instruction
Guskey, 2007; Levy, 2008;

Time consuming to plan for

Planning, and

Sisk,1993; Tomlinson, 1999;

differentiation, effective classroom

Delivery

VanTassel-Baska & Little,

management is essential, provides

2003; Ward, 1980

instruction at students' levels of

Curriculum,

1-5

ability
Accommodations

6-9

Feldhusen, 1985; Tomlinson,

Tailors instruction to meet the

For individual

1999; Reis & Small, 2001;

needs ofthe students, all students

Differences

VanTassel-Baska, 2003

differ in abilities, interests and
readiness levels

Problem Solving

10-12

Gallagher, 2001; Reis & Small,

Gifted have vast knowledge base,

2001; VanTassel-Baska, 2005

problem solving provides a way
To create new schemas and build
Knowledge, inquiry-based

Critical Thinking

13-16

Strategies

Bloom, 1977; Parks, 2001;

Gifted students excel when focused

VanTassel-Baska, 2005

on questioning that involves
Reasoning, and understanding,
higher level questioning

Creative Thinking
Strategies

17-20

Crawford, 2001;

Combination of person, process

Csikszentmihayli, 1995;

and product, Big C and little c,

Pirrto, 2007

need the opportunity to be
Imaginative, be inspired, insightful
And build new schemas
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Table (continued)

Table ofSpecifications: Differentiated Curriculum and Instruction
Differentiated

COS-R

Findings

Researcher

Instruction

Research
Strategies

21-25

Moore, 2001;

independent study to pursue areas

VanTassel-Baska, 2005

of interest, helps to build creative
and critical thinking skills
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Appendix F
The William and Mary Classroom Observation Scale- Revised

134

The William and Mary Classroom Observation Scales, Revised (Part 2)
Teacher Observation
Linda Avery, Ph.D.

Joyce VanTassel-Basko, Ed.D.

Jeanne Struck, Ph.D.

Dianne Drummond, M.Ed.

Bruce Bracken, Ph.D.

Annie Feng, Ed.D.

Tamra Stambaugh, M.Ed.

Directions: Please employ the following scale as you rate each of the checklist items. Rate each item according to how well
the teacher characteristic or behavior was demonstrated during the observed instructional activity. Each item is judged on an
individual, self-contained basis, regardless of its relationship to an overall set of behaviors relevant to the cluster heading.

3=Effective

2=Somewhat Effective

1=1neffective

N/0 = Not Observed

The teacher evidenced careful
planning and classroom
flexibility in implementation
of the behavior, eliciting many
appropriate student responses.
The teacher was clear, and
sustained focus on the
purposes of learning.

The teacher evidenced some
planning and/or classroom
flexibility in implementation
of the behavior, eliciting some
appropriate student responses.
The teacher was sometimes
clear and focused on the
purposes oflearning.

The teacher evidenced little or
no planning and/or classroom
flexibility in implementation
of the behavior, eliciting
minimal appropriate student
responses. The teacher was
unclear and unfocused
regarding the purpose of
learning.

The listed behavior was not
demonstrated during the time of
the observation.
(NOTE: There must be an obvious
attempt made for the certain behavior
to be rated "ineffective'' instead of
"not observed".)

General Teaching Behaviors
2

1

N/0

3

2

1

N/0

3

2

1

N/0

3

Curriculum Planning and Deliverv
The teacher •••
1. set high expectations for student performance.
2. incorporated activities for students to apply new knowledge.
3. engaged students in planning, monitoring or assessing their
learning.
4. encouraged students to express their thoughts.
5. had students reflect on what they had learned.

Comments:

Differentiated Teachin2 Behaviors
Accommodations for Individual Differences
The teacher •••
6. provided opportunities for independent or group learning to promote
depth in understanding content.
7. accommodated individual or subgroup differences (e.g., through
individual conferencing, student or teacher choice in material
selection and task assignments.)
8. encouraged multiple interpretations of events and situations.
9. allowed students to discover key ideas individually through
structured activities and/or questions.

Comments:
Problem Solving
The teacher •••
10. employed brainstorming techniques.
11. engaged students in problem identification and definition
12. engaged students in solution-finding activities and comprehensive
solution articulation.

Comments:

4

Critical Thinking Strategies

I

3

2

I

1

N/0

I

3

2

I

1

N/0

The teacher •••

13. encouraged students to judge or evaluate situations, problems, or
14.
15.
16.

issues
engaged students in comparing and contrasting ideas
(e.g., analyze generated ideas)
provided opportunities for students to generalize from concrete
data or information to the abstract.
encouraged student synthesis or summary of information within
or across disciplines.

Comments:

Creative Thinking Strategies
The teacher •••
17. solicited many diverse thoughts about issues or ideas.
18. engaged students in the exploration of diverse points of view to
reframe ideas.
19. encouraged students to demonstrate open-rnindedness and tolerance
of imaginative, sometimes playful solutions to problems.
20. provided opportunities for students to develop and elaborate on their
ideas.

Comments:
3
N/0
2
1
I
I
(It is atypical for these to be observed in one session. Some teachers, however, may use Items #2I-25 within a single

Research Strategies

period to illustrate the full research process to students. Please note those observations in the comments section.)
The teacher ...
21. required students to gather evidence from multiple sources through
research-based techniques (e.g., print, non-print, internet, selfinvestigation via surveys, interviews, etc.).
22. provided opportunities for students to analyze data and represent it
in appropriate charts, graphs, or tables.
23. asked questions to assist students in making inferences from data
and drawing conclusions.
24. encouraged students to determine implications and consequences of
fmdings.
25. provided time for students to communicate research study findings
to relevant audiences in a formal report and/or presentation.

Comments:

Additional Comments:

5

Appendix G
Descriptions ofthe Roles ofGRT and GCT
Gifted Resource Teacher:
-full-time teacher of the gifted
-"Build the capacity of the cluster teacher through: co-planning, co-teaching, and
demonstrative differentiated lessons to meet the needs of identified gifted and highability learners as well as potentially gifted and high-ability learners" (Norfolk Public
Schools, 2006).
- Required training includes: gifted education endorsement; annual participation
in conferences (state, and national); annual professional development growth goal in
differentiation (Norfolk Public Schools, 2006).
Gifted Cluster Teacher:
-part-time teacher of the gifted
-serve identified gifted, potentially gifted, and high-ability learners (Norfolk
Public Schools, 2006)
-Required training includes: graduate courses which lead to endorsement in gifted
education; annual local inservice (Norfolk Public Schools, 2006).
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Appendix H
Interview and Focus Group Questions
1. In what ways is the curriculum and instruction differentiated for gifted
learners in Norfolk Public Schools?
2. What evidence do you have that the differentiation is successful in challenging
gifted learners?
3. How do you vary the instructional pace for gifted learners?
2. How are gifted students accelerated? What is the process? In what areas and at
what grade levels does it occur?
3. What differentiated materials do you use to implement the curriculum for
gifted learners? What materials have you created for this purpose?
4. What instructional approaches are most successful in working with the gifted?
Why?
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Appendix I
Transcripts ofInterview and Focus Groups

Content Coding

Interview with Director
Me: Okay, so the first question is .. .In what
ways is the curriculum and instruction
differentiated for gifted learners in Norfolk
Public Schools?
1: Well, resource teachers work along side the
classroom teachers to model lessons
and they're looking at data

GRT model lessons
GRT looks at data

Me: Okay
1: to look at the students to see how they are
performing on certain SOLs, cause SOLs is
our curriculum

GRT look at data
SOL performance
SOL is curriculum

Me: curriculum, right
1: in Norfolk and that's what's is
differentiated and so their pacing, urn so they
may go a little faster in the curriculum, urn
they may do things a little differently, the urn,
one of the strategies that we have been trying
to emphasize this year is compacting the
curriculum. Now, depending on the principal
and several things, urn, how do I say this, it's
situational

Curriculum Differentiated
Faster Pacing
Instructional Differentiated
GRT Emphasize Strategies
Curriculum Compacting
Differentiation Dependent on
Principal Support

Me: right
1: M'kay, in some schools principals are more Differentiation Dependent on
Principal Support
supportive
Me: Okay
1: or more urn, I guess supportive of the
gifted learner versus the middle learner, or the
underachiever or the you know the student
who needs more help
Me: right

137

Principals vary in support of
types of student

Advanced learner needs not
1: so to speak, so sometimes the advanced
learner doesn't always get what they need, but met
District focus on overall rigor
urn, I think that overall rigor, and
District focus on
differentiation has been the focus in Norfolk
that we have tried to increase rigor and
differentiation
increase differentiation
District focus on
differentiation
Me: Okay
District focus on rigor
1: urn so
Me: Okay second question is: What evidence
do you have that the differentiation is
successful in challenging gifted learners?
1: Data.

Data is evidence of
differentiation success

Me: okay.
1: urn where urn students are ah performing
well, ah, not only on SOLS but performance
tests.

Data is evidence of
differentiation success

Me: the Quarterlys too?
1: Mmhmm, urn and just anecdotally you
know where I hear teachers and resource
teachers talk about kids doing research and
asking questions and and things like that I
mean data doesn't give you everything

Anecdotal evidence of
differentiation success
Communication between GRT
andGCT
Data doesn't give you
everything

Me. Right, right
1: sometimes it is just anecdotal notes or
observations that you see a kid observed, or
you see kids being interested in learning, you
know I think that's proof that differentiation
is working if kids are excited about the
classroom

Anecdotal evidence of
differentiation success (DS)
Observations as evidence of
DS
ST interested in learning as DS
ST excited about learning as
evidence of DS

Me: right
ST needs met as evidence of

1: and about the learning I think then the
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differentiation is working because then kids
are getting what they need, everyone gets
what they need when differentiation occurs.

DS
ST needs met as evidence of
DS

Me: yes, I agree with that, urn the third one is
How do you vary the instructional pace for
gifted learners? And I think you have already
mentioned curriculum compacting

1: Mmmhmm, yeah, again, urn Tiering
lessons, compacting urn the curriculum, urn
questioning strategies, even differentiating the
homework, urn, providing opportunities for
kids to do products

Tiering to vary instructional
pace (IP)
Curriculum compacting to vary
IP
Questioning strategies to vary
IP
Differentiating the HW to vary
IP
Opportunities to do products to
vary IP

Me: ok

1: and providing opportunities for them to do
research and do independent study, which is a
big deal for gifted learners because if they are
intrigued with a particular topic allowing
them to do their own research and go into
more depth independently, is one of the ways,
I guess that you can add more depth to their
learning

Me: right, and more individualized

1: versus urn giving them more of the same
Me: which happens a lot

1: Haha
Me: the next question is How are gifted
students accelerated? What is the process? In
what areas and at what grade levels does it
occur?
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Opportunities for research to
vary IP
Opportunities for independent
study to vary IP
Opportunities important to ST
Research allows ST greater
depth
Independent study allows ST
greater depth

1: again, it's been situational urn offthe top of
my head I don't know of any thing that is
going on you know across the district, I know
of some situations where there have been kids
who are reading like two and three or even
three and four grade levels above, where urn
we have grade skipped

Acceleration is situational
GS unaware of broad
acceleration in district
Acceleration is situational
ST advanced readers
ST advanced readers are grade
skipped

Me:ok
1: And that is only situational, Norfolk
doesn't typically have a policy on it, but urn,
we take it on a case by case basis. And those
then are some extreme cases where there may
have been a kindergarten reading on like a
third or fourth grade level

Acceleration is situational
NPS doesn't have a policy on
acceleration
Acceleration is situational
Extreme cases are accelerated

Me: right
1: like how can you keep them in
Kindergarten? And they have been successful,
I know about two situations.

ST needs met through
acceleration
Acceleration is successful

Me: I had a kid ah I was teaching second
grade one year and I had a kindergarten in my
room for that
1: really? Oh okay
Me but just for reading and then she would go
back to her classroom
1: Oh okay, and I know there's concern out
there about maturity level but I understand
that the research doesn't say that you know in
other words kids need to get what they need
academically

Concern over ST maturity
level in acceleration
Research doesn't support
concern about maturity level
ST academic needs need to be
met

ME: right
1: And then we need to treat them as children
socially but not keep them back if they are 5
and they are urn
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Treat them as children
Not hold ST back
Acceleration is situational

Me: ready to go
1: and ready to go with seven or eight year
olds so yeah

Not hold ST back
Acceleration is situational

Me: And then, What differentiated materials
do you use to implement the curriculum for
gifted learners? What materials have you
created for this purpose?
1: What materials?
Me: what materials have been created? are
there any specific ones?
1: that have been created? Ummm I don't
know besides the resource teachers Tiering
lessons and compacting curriculum we use
junior great books, we use word masters urn
off the top of my head urn there are lots of
learning centers going on we use the William
and Mary Curriculum a lot a lot of their units
urn are used. Currently we are preparing for
our Saturday enrichment and we are training
all of the teachers that are going to be
teaching in that program on the ah W&M
units and the kids are going to be scientists
and ah they're going to get to do experiments
and urn process urn the research model so to
speak that W &M uses so ah urn, the other
thing that we have endorsed is the double IM
model that urn

Unaware of teacher created
materials (TCM)
Tiering as TCM
Curriculum compacting as
TCM
Jr Great Books differentiated
materials (DM)
Word Masters DM
Learning Centers DM
W&M Curriculum Units DM
Saturday Enrichment
preparation
Training teachers on W&M
units
Inquiry method as part of unit
Inquiry method as part of unit
Inquiry method as part of unit
IIMDM

Me what is that?
1: that is the independent research method

liM as independent research

Me Okay
1: urn that the resource teachers have been
trained on, but typically the W&M units
because we have a partnership with W &M
and we have quite a few people I mean we
have, Norfolk has a partnership with them, we
have two cohorts of teachers who have gone

141

GRT training on liM
Partnership with W&M
Partnership with W&M
Teacher endorsement cohort
W&M curriculum units DM

through their program and been endorsed in
gifted and so urn over the years Norfolk has
used their curriculum and we really like it. So.
Me: Okay, and the last question is What
instructional approaches are most successful
in working with the gifted? Why?
1: instructional approaches? I think again, I
say differentiation but I say specifically I
guess you compact the curriculum using urn
interest surveys to make sure the kids to see
what they are interested in. Now recently we
have tapped into urn a little bit of Renzulli

Differentiation as instructional
approaches (IA)
Compacting curriculum as
instructional approaches
Interest surveys as IA
Interest surveys as IA
Renzulli asIA

Me: okay
1: we have a couple of schools piloting the
Renzulli model where they are using their ah
computer based program where the kids can
go on and do an interest based survey

Renzulli as IA
Renzulli as IA
Interest survey asIA

Me: okay
1: To see urn how they learn, you know to see
what their interest styles are, ah what their
interests are and what their learning styles are

Interest survey as IA
Interest survey as IA
Learning styles as IA

Me: okay
1: And so then the teacher can use this webbased program to go in and give them
assignments based on those interests

Renzulli as IA
Assignments based on interests

Me: that's cool
1: and their learning styles and based on their
interests but I would say urn pre-assessments,
pre-assessing kids urn to see what they
already know and then pacing the instruction
in such a way urn they are always moving and
always getting rigor and always advancing
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Learning styles as IA
Pre-assessments as IA
Pre-assessments as IA
IP asIA
Rigor asIA
IP asIA

GRT Focus Group
Me: In what ways is the curriculum and
instruction differentiated for gifted
learners in Norfolk Public Schools?
1: I just put that it is differentiated as
much as the gifted cluster teacher feels
that she can handle, at the beginning, and
then you know because there is no
specific differentiated curriculum. The
curriculum is not given to us
differentiated we have to make it up as we
go along working with the cluster teacher
to meet the specific needs of the students
in the class.

GCT differentiates to
degree she can handle
GCT differentiates to
degree she can handle
No specific differentiated
curriculum (DC)
GRThasto DC
GRT works with GCT to
DC
DC to meet specific needs
ofST

2. Right and using the gifted cluster model GCT receive professional
then they receive their professional
development either through urn GRTs,
gifted resource teachers, and in the district
also offers opportunities for
differentiation

development through GRT
GCT receive professional
development through
district

3. And I said that we kinda individualize it
based on the kids, we may accelerate the
curriculum or compact it based on
pre/post assessment data as well as,
anecdotal notes and other information
obtain from the teachers, parents and
students.

Individualize DC
Accelerate the curriculum
to DC
Curriculum Compact to
DC
Pre/Post Assessment to DC
Anecdotal notes to DC
Information form teachers
to DC
Information from parents
to DC
Information from students
to DC

Me: okay it sounds like it is more the
cluster teacher takes it and sorta does her
own thing with, as oppose to being a set
from downtown
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2. Right, and buildings can differ because
I'm in one building that the urn
administrator wants everyone
differentiating so it's not just the gifted
cluster rooms, they she wants every
teacher trained to be able to differentiate
the curriculum through pre assessment
and compacting

Buildings different in
support of DC
Administrators vary in
support of DC
Administrators vary in
support of DC
Administrators vary in
support of DC
Administrators vary in
amounts of professional
development

1. yea, I've had the request to do that but
never anytime to do it you know or to
provide the proper training so I think
that's always, finding the time. Especially
when you have two schools, finding the
time

GRT requested to provide
professional development
Not provided with time to
provide training
Not provided with time to
provide training

2. right, right.
3. training to everybody to differentiate

GRT requested to provide
professional development

2. she does it not just the responsibility of
the GRT but the math specialist is
showing how to differentiate the math
curriculum,

Not sole responsibility of
GRTtoDC
Not sole responsibility of
GRTtoDC

1. oh good

2. yea, the reading specialist through the
different levels, helping them with
strategies ofreading so its not just coming
from the gifted resource taacher she is just
so determined that everybody is
differentiating

Reading specialist helps
DC
Not sole responsibility of
GRTtoDC
GRT requested to DC

1. wonderful

144

3. that is how it should be. Instead of, how
I do it is we do professional development
for the whole staff but the focus after that
is on the cluster ones.

GRT trains whole staff
GRT focuses on GCT

1. and here, it is one on one almost and at
the other school it is urn ... well...

GRT individualized
professional development

Me: well the next question then What
evidence do you have that the
differentiation is successful in challenging
gifted learners?
2. Well, I think part of it is when you see
the gifted learner excited about learning
that they are not just saying they are bored
with everything, and they're not doing the
same thing that every other person in the
room is doing. So when you have
evidence that not every student is doing
the same assignment then you know that
differentiation is happening and that the
students are more motivated

ST excited about learning
as evidence of DS
ST excited about learning
as evidence ofDS
ST isn't doing the same
thing as evidence of DS
ST isn't doing the same
thing as evidence of DS

1. I'll piggy back on excitement because
you know you get it when you walk into
the classroom and "mrs X is here" and its
like they know that they are going to be
challenged by whatever I have for them
for that day and leave for them to do, you
know when they, parents say, for me
feedback comes from parents and
students, rarely do I get it from teachers or
administration that is successful, you
know only when its not.

ST excited about learning
as evidence of DS
ST challenged as evidence
ofDS
ST excited about learning
as evidence of DS
Feedback from parents as
evidence of DS
Feedback from ST as
evidence ofDS
Feedback from teachers as
evidence of DS
Feedback from
administrations as evidence
ofDS

3. I had the same thing my feedback
comes back from the kids if they are

Feedback from ST as
evidence of DS
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satisfied, if someone needs more or
something needs to be modified. Not so
much from teachers.

Little feedback from
teachers as evidence of DS

1. you know, isn't that funny? I do find
that though they are quick to tell you
when they are not happy and are not
getting what they want

Mostly negative feedback
from teachers

2. but then shouldn't the evidence of
success should also be what we are seeing
the teachers doing, not just what we are
doing

Teachers are evidence of
success of DC
Signs of success come not
only from GRT

1. well yea,
2. for a differentiated classroom the
evidence of success is that the teachers are
providing that differentiation

GCT providing
differentiation are evidence
of success of DC

1. when you haven't , well both of my
schools are so transient that when you
have teachers come and go that you cant
get continued feedback when you have
some teachers who have at my other
school who've I've worked with for six
years I can see how they don't need me as
much except as a fall back resource and
because they have taken it over and
bought into it and that's success on the
professional level

Transient teachers make it
hard to provide in service
Lack of feedback over time
GRT acts a fall back
resource for GCT with
experience
GCTbuy into
differentiated evidence as
success of DC

ME: Then the third question would be
How do you vary the instructional pace
for gifted learners?
3. I said that it depends on where the
students are in the curriculum and if they
have mastered a skill than you can plan
for more rigor more extension of the
objective and just kinda base it on that
,and sometimes the teacher will let you
know that I have X number of kids who
have mastered division do you have
something that I can do with them so it is

ST mastery of curriculum
to vary IP
Rigor to vary IP
Extension of objective to
vary IP
Teacher communicates
with GRT to vary IP
ST mastery of curriculum
to vary IP
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kinda urn you know where based on
where the kids are.
1. Yea I was going to say basically the
same. I also use pre assessments because
I find that they give me a lot of
information on the specific concepts and
then if I follow up verbally with the
students I find urn that it helps me how
deep I can go, complex or how far. You
know because I came from a school
system where I could accelerate the kids
and I took one fourth grade student and he
was going to middle school for math. And
I could do that. But this is a different
structure.

Pre-assessments to vary IP
Pre-assessments to vary IP
GRT verbally
communicates with ST to
vary IP
Depth to vary IP
Complexity to vary IP
Acceleration to vary IP
Can't accelerate in NPS

2. and then you have to urn some
strategies to promote open-endness where
they are allowed to just keep going on
none of this okay stay with us while we
finish this and stay with us while we
finish this. So to vary it so there are preassessments that allow you to compact or
showing that they just a little bit of
instruction before mastery and then they
can go on, and I've seen it when the
acceleration and then you have that
extension versus the enrichment. Okay
they can't really go on but let's enrich
what they already have and extend it to
the next level if they are ready

Open-endness promotes
greater depth
Independent study to vary
IP
Independent study to vary
IP
Pre-assessments to vary IP
Curriculum compacting to
vary IP
Mastery and then
acceleration to vary IP
Acceleration to vary IP
Enrichment to vary IP
Extension to vary IP

1. We were doing that with math I was
working with them on math
mathematicians and then the concepts that
they developed and how we use it today
urn they really enjoyed that

Enrichment to vary IP
Extension to vary IP
Extension to vary IP
ST excitement as evidence
success with IP

2. that the instructional pace that's it we
all know from our personal selves if it is
too slow that we are going to lose them
we have got to figure out how in the midst
of 20 different children how to allow them
to ah

Varying IP is important
ST need faster IP
ST need faster IP
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1. to have that freedom to explore that

Freedom to explore when
IP is varied

ME: Actually the next question to piggy
back on this is How are gifted students
accelerated? What is the process? In
what areas and at what grade levels does it
occur?
1. Well it my case it is the building's
decision and the principal makes the
decisions based in concert with the
parents, GRT and the classroom teachers
at both grades. And for me at both schools
K-1, 1-2, 2-3 but from 3-4 onward I have
never seen it because of the curriculum
you know

Acceleration is situational
Acceleration is situational
Principal, GRT, GCT make
decision for acceleration
Acceleration is situational

2. I've only seen it once as a grade level,
Kindergarten to first but since we don't
really test for kindergarten giftedness urn
the child was so beyond the curriculum
that they put her to the next grade, but you
can accelerate in subject levels and that's
where we are doing it more

Acceleration is situational
Acceleration by grade level
Acceleration by subject
level
Subject level acceleration
is more common

1. Oh you are?
2. instead of just from one grade to the
next. So if that person has mastered all of
the fourth grade, I mean the easiest way is
just bringing in the fifth grade book and I
mean having them in whatever area being
taught in 4th they are doing at the sth grade
level.

Acceleration within the
classroom
Acceleration within the
classroom

3. We have kids that go, I'm sure you all
do too, go to the next grade level for
reading or for math, that's how we do it
the principal they kinda hesitate like you
said at the upper grades to moving them
up a grade. They will do it for
kindergarten; I haven't seen it at first.

Acceleration by subject
level
Acceleration is situational
Acceleration is situational
Acceleration in primary
grades

1. Right, at both these schools they done it
from k-3, I've had a lot of it actually, in

Acceleration is situational
Acceleration in primary
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fact this year I've had one from 2" 0 to 3ra.

grades

2. Identified gifted?
1. oh yeah, and and now this year is the
first time that I've had kindergartens go to
first grade for reading urn and because
they are ready you know but not in the
other areas

Acceleration is situational
ST advanced readers are
accelerated

2. right, right
ME: what differentiated materials do you
use to implement the curriculum for gifted
learners? What materials have you
created for this purpose?
2. well specifically urn junior great books
at every level urn Jacobs ladder and we
have word masters urn we also do a bridge
club and a chess club and hands-onequations, we do a philosophy for kids
thinking skills curriculum urn is that what
you mean?

JR Great Books
differentiated materials
(DM)
Jacobs ladder DM
Word Masters DM
Bridge Club DM
Chess Club DM
Hands-on-Equations DM
Philosophy for Kids DM
Thinking skills curriculum
DM

Me: yea
2. like real strategies?
ME: what you are actually using and
doing.
2. Okay real.
1. Ditto to all of those except for
philosophy, bridge and chess clubs. And
then I make a lot, create my units of study
and differentiate content, process, product.
So I make it really urn in-depth for these
kids, I use the double IM for research
which and I used for second graders, and
they loved it, urn that's yea, I do a lot of

Jr Great Books DM
Jacobs Ladder DM
Word Masters DM
GRT created units of study
DM
GRT Differentiates content
GRT Differentiates process
GRT Differentiates product
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grabbing from other stuff

IIMDM

3. I think the only thing that I had that was
different was urn creating tiered
assignments and creating multiple
intelligences menus and urn early finisher
centers, everything else is pretty much the
same

Tiered assignments DM
Multiple Intelligences
MenuDM
Early Finisher Centers DM

1. Oh menus I just realized I just started
doing a lot of those menus

Multiple Intelligences
MenuDM

2. And I do, because she sends them to
me.
Hahaha
1. Aren't you wonderful, my email is ...
3. I'll add you to my list
2. But I think that is, makes a good point,
it is what you end up doing trying to find
what other people have used, sharing
ideas

GRT sharing materials as
DM
GRT sharing ideas as DM

1. Yea, we tried that once before with I
think where we would have our meetings
and bring and share, and enough copies
for everybody and we really started to
develop a lot resources and then we didn't
do it anymore so urn but yea it was very
helpful to have all of that stuff

GRT meetings share ideas
asDM
GRT meetings share copies
ofDM

2. Because you didn't have to create it
yourself
ME: the last question is What
instructional approaches are most
successful in working with the gifted?
Why?
3. urn I said providing opportunities for
open discussion where they get to talk
about things without always looking for

Opportunities for open
discussion as Instructional
approaches (IA)
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the right answers, kinda like the junior
great books discussions after having read
the text. I think that's urn a successful way
of instructing kids because it gives them
an opportunity to branch out beyond you
know

Jr Great Book discussions
as lA
Opportunities for open
discussion as lA

Me: right
3. out of the box

Opportunities for open
discussion as lA

2. and almost anything that is student
centered and coming from them and you
are more the director and facilitator rather
than okay its all about the teacher and
what responses I'm looking for but rather
any approach that allows them to urn to be
the center.

Student centered as lA
Teacher as facilitator as lA
Teacher as facilitator as lA
Student centered as lA

1. I was going to say this is hearsay but
small group instruction

Small group instruction as
lA

2. well, I've got it also

Small group instruction as
lA

1. I think that well this is what they tell
me that they enjoy the freedom they don't
feel any pressure, they can express
themselves, they can be goofy and have
these fun ideas and not worry about
anybody else and anybody else's reactions
and they are all alike and thinking in these
weird ways

ST enjoy freedom on small
group
ST don't feel pressure in
small group
STare goofy in small
group
ST don't feel pressure in
small group
ST don't feel pressure in
small group
ST don't feel pressure in
small group
Small group instruction as
lA

2. and that's the whole gifted cluster
reasoning that you put them all together,

Gifted Cluster model
homogenous grouping as
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and I said the exact same thing that
instruction being the collaboration you
and the teacher is within her large group
whatever you can be with that group
doing the same thing but extending or
enriching it and allowing them to

1. but you know the interesting thing is
that within this school system that is
within the classroom that when I've had
the opportunity to pull groups into my
own classroom they are different, they,
you can tell by their demeanor and the
way they don't mind answering questions
it is like they are they know they are
among peers and they know everyone is
listening

IA
Instruction is collaborative
bt GRT and GCT
Small group instruction as
IA
Extending as IA
Enrichment as IA

Pull out as IA
ST behavior varies in pull
out group
ST demeanor varies in pull
out group
ST behavior varies in pull
out group
ST behavior varies in pull
out group

2. and as is the rest of the class because
you've taken out of the class all of the
answer yellers out of the room and allows
everyone else to answer questions

Class behavior changes
when GST are pulled out
ST shout out answers

1. its funny that you say that my fourth
grade math teacher said that she had no
idea that all of the answers where coming
from the gifted kids until one day I
physically took them out and they weren't
there to answer the questions, and I
thought that was really telling. You know
teachers

GCT unaware ST answers
all questions
ST behavior varies in pull
out group
ST behavior varies in pull
out group
ST are talkative

2. They usually say it is also a lot quieter
you just took out all the talkers

ST are talkative

1. Yea because the ones with all of the
ideas

STare the ones with all of
the ideas

2. right I get a little confused on that too
with the push in which I agree you push in
in the way that we are available to the

m

GRT confused about push
GRT available to whole
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whole group not just to these pockets and
those approaches work but I'm not sure
what the difference is if I grab a group and
sit at this back table or I grab the group
and walk out the room

class
GRT available to whole
class
GRT confused about push
in
GRT confused about push
m

1. yea

2. I'm not quite sure, but its still, if I'm
back here that group is not involved and
its shh shh they are working over there.

GRT confused about
cluster model
GRT confused about
cluster model

1. I know!

2. I never quite get it

GRT confused about
cluster model

Me: well the research behind that is
because I've had to research the two
models is that the pull out model is that
they worry that the classroom teacher
doesn't differentiate or do anything else
gifted when those kids are in there all of
the time. But so they think that by push
then in theory there is differentiation
going on all of the time and getting gifted
services everyday
2. Right but if under that collaboration
you came up with the idea that now we
are going to do decimals and these 15 kids
don't get it, but these do, why don't you
do a little bit higher level lesson. After
that collaboration what is the difference if
you are sitting in that classroom or over
there. Which is always the strategy is a
co-teach we are doing something very

GRT and GCT collaborate
asIA
Differentiate as IA
GRT and GCT collaborate
asIA
GRT confused about
cluster model
GRT and GCT co-teach as
IA
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high level, we are just
1. but I think in order for the collaboration
cluster push-in model to be most effective
you cannot have such a wide disparity in
the ability levels of the students

Cluster model isn't
effective with a large range
of abilities

2. It is true
l.and I think that has been the big
problem in Norfolk

Cluster model isn't
effective with a large range
of abilities

2. it is so true because some gifted cluster
teachers love the idea that you will come
in and teach a lesson whole group like
word masters because it is good for all
students but then when you have
strugglers and the teacher is not
collaborating and she's on the computer
getting everything done that you are kinda
like holding the class back by you trying
to also be the mediator. You are right it is
all about everyone being on the same page

GCT like GRT to teach
whole group
GCT doesn't collaborate
withGRT
GCT doesn't collaborate
withGRT
GCT doesn't collaborate
withGRT
GCT doesn't collaborate
withGRT
Collaboration is key to
success

3. in some cases with the cluster model
and you come in to do that small group,
you are the differentiation. Period. Even
though you may come in once a week or
twice a week you are considered it, and
that's a problem too when the goal is for
them to be differentiating all of the time
and the kids aren't gifted just once a week
when I walk in the room. So is the model
really working?

GRT teaches small group
GRT is differentiation
GRT is differentiation
GCT not differentiating all
of the time
GRT is differentiation
ST gifted once a week
GRT questions success of
model

1. Its true.
2. that is the instructional approach that
we are talking about These are all
instructional approaches

Differentiation as IA
Differentiation as IA

1. I think instead of a rigged system

Flexible system as IA
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instead it should be flexible and meet the
needs of the teachers, and the students and
the resource teacher. And you know.
Okay we are going to have a collaborative
model, but I'm going to pull the kids
every once in a while because I need to do
that, we need that enrichment, talking

Cluster model needs to
meet the needs of teachers
Cluster model needs to
meet the needs of students
Cluster model needs to
meet the needs ofGRT
Collaborative model
GRT pull out ST
ST need enrichment

2. and we have got teachers on every
level, but if there's a teacher, not
necessarily endorsed, but at least
understanding differentiation. I'm not
going to be spending as much as the
teacher who just started and has no clue
and needs some more help more modeling
more support so its pretty hard to put it all
into one program

GCT vary in levels of
expenence
GCT vary in levels of
experience
GCT vary in knowledge of
differentiation
GRT vary in amount time
spent with GCT
GRT vary in amount time
spent with GCT
GRT questions success of
model

3. Exactly

GCT Focus Group
ME: In what ways is the curriculum
and instruction differentiated for gifted
learners in Norfolk Public Schools?
1.1'll go through mine real quick, I
think that the curriculum guide gives
the essential questions which are
always higher level and allow for
everybody's different perspectives and
opinion and also the Exemplars, even
though they are time consuming they
do allow for the higher level children or
gifted students to express themselves in
a varying array of ways. And those are
the only two things. That I have come
u12_ with that I'm positive.

Curriculum guide
differentiated
Essential questions is
curriculum differentiated
(CD)
ST different perspectives
CD
ST different opinion CD
Exemplars are CD
ST express themselves in
different ways
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4. for differentiation

1. no for curriculum
2. But the exemplars aren't part of the
curriculum
l.They are for Norfolk,

Exemplars are CD

3.yes.
l.but not for Virginia.
2. I was looking strictly at the SOLS

SOLS as curriculum

3.But still even with the exemplars, its
still, but you have to give to everybody,
well you don't have to, but when they
are tested on that they all have to do the
same one you can't differentiated

Exemplars are CD
Everyone gets same
Exemplar
Exemplar not
differentiated

1. well in order to become an expert
you have to provide beyond mastery
right

Exemplars are CD

3. yeah.

1. I mean it's kinda like the SOL people SOL are curriculum
get advanced, well everyone should get SOL are minimum
advanced, you should know the
standard
material so
3. right
1. so, I guess the scoring doesn't allow
us to look at gifted children because it
is just once you've hit that threshold
you are done

SOL aren't differentiated
forST

4. overall, I don't think its
differentiated aside from what you have
already said. Urn I think that everything
that is listed there is based on the
middle group

Curriculum is not
differentiated
Curriculum is written for
middle group

156

2. I said the same thing, but I looked at
it a little bit differently, I said that the
curriculum, so I was looking at just the
sols, were not differentiated however
they did list activities online and in the
curriculum, that would offer some
differentiation

Curriculum is not
differentiated
Curriculum is not
differentiated
Activities online
differentiated

3. I think that the instructional piece is
subjective and is dependent upon
whether or not that teacher is going to
differentiated it or not, I don't think
that resource teachers assist as much as
needed, I think it is very minimal if at
all a lot of times it is left up to the
classroom, and if the classroom teacher
does not then they are not receiving any
at all.

Instruction is subjective
Teacher's decision to
differentiated
GRT don't help GCT
GRT don't help GCT
GCT doesn't
differentiated ST don't
.
.
receive services

1. I don't see why we have a gifted
resource teacher, I enjoy her company,
really, but I don't think the position is
valid the way they have it set up
because they do nothing. And I don't
mean to sound rude, but its true. Its one
of those positions that the school board
needs to get rid of. I know that's
horrible but you know.

GRT position is
unnecessary
GRT position is invalid
GRT do nothing
GRT position is invalid
GRT position is invalid

2. In my personal experience, I've had
urn, well they print me off a whole
bunch of activities and leave it up to me
to work with them versus the gifted
resource teacher pulling them and
working with them. And when the one
time I have had that happen, there was
no follow through, it was this is what
you need to work on and that was it.

GRT minimally helps
GCT
GRT minimally helps
GCT
GRT minimally helps
GCT
GRT doesn't follow up
with ST
GRT doesn't follow up
with ST

4. Right right
2. There was no wrap up no anything so GRT doesn't follow up
they didn't do it.
with ST
1. she still has activities from last year
that she didn't finish with the children,

GRT doesn't follow up
with ST
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and the children are very unhappy
about it, and its well one activity urn
but having just recently gotten my
endorsement I think that the gifted
resource teacher needs to realize that
people who aren't schooled in gifted
education really need her assistance,
not just a couple pieces of paper and
here you go

ST unhappy with GRT
ST unhappy with GRT
GCT needs more support
fromGRT
GCT needs more support
fromGRT
GCT needs more support
fromGRT

3. right

1. urn because if you don't have the
instruction

GCT needs more support
fromGRT

2. I mean I don't really know anything
about the gifted program, I mean I have
the kids but I don't know what to do
with them, and when I do its here's the
paper and that's it

GCT lack of knowledge
of gifted program
GCT lack of knowledge
of gifted program
GCT needs more support
fromGRT

3. all I know is from a book I read "The
Gifted Cluster Model"

GCT self-taught on
cluster model

1. yea
3. read the book and that's as much as I
know

GCT self-taught on
cluster model

1. and it doesn't tell you about all the
different types of gifted children and
underachievers or overachievers

GCT lack of knowledge
of characteristics of ST
GCT lack of knowledge
of characteristics of ST

3. right it didn't really go into all of that GCT self-taught on
the most like I said I know is in that
cluster model
book and the little bit that I got in
GCT self-taught on
school which was very minimal and
cluster model
just the basic education program
GCT little education on
gifted
GCT little education on
gifted
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1. What else. Oh I thought more grade
skipping for our children. Like X, I
mean is she ready to move on? What
about kids like that

Grade skipping as
Instructional Approach
(lA)
Grade skipping as IA

3. ifthey meet all of the objectives, and
you give them an assessment on
whatever grade level they are on there
is not reason why they need to stay in
that grade level

Acceleration as IA
Pre-assessment as lA
Acceleration as IA
Grade skipping in IA

4. yea. Its just the same thing as
keeping the kids back.

ST suffer when not
accelerated

ME: What evidence do you have that
the differentiation is successful in
challenging gifted learners?
1. I use to do grade skipping with Dr.
Grade skipping as lA
Sands years ago and it really did work.
Grade skipping as lA
We skipped him and a couple of others ' Grade skipping as IA
in the early nineties when
Acceleration as IA
differentiation in Norfolk was really
Differentiation as lA
big. And they did really well so that's
Grading skipping as IA
my experience with grade skipping.
· Homogenously grouping
Homogenously grouping within a
within heterogeneously
heterogeneously group of children is
grouping is effective
1 really effective because the gifled
ST learn when working
I children reaHy feed off of one and
II with like minded peers
,
another,
'

l

I 2. lunm hmm
l.thats what I've experienced.

2. I've experienced that urn they get
more quickly through the material and
our conversations arc discussions

I
I

I
ST learn when working
· with like minded peers

Accelerated as IA
Discussions as IA
Discussions as IA
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instead of being just at the basics and
trying to grasp it high off the charts and
more in-depth stuff, I mean stuff that
you wouldn't always think of

In-depth as lA

4. things you like to talk about

Conversations as lA

2. yes cause I only have the experience
with gifted with the math kids
ME: okay
2. so I can only speak to math, they are
always like well how does this relate to
this and when are we going to get to
this and they always want to go a step
further and a step further but they can
always understand things without hands
on, they can visualize things more so
and this is probably stupid but with the
gifted group you are talking about math
and go off the subject and have a totally
different discussion about dinner or
whatever and come right back to it and
pick it up and its like you didn't lose
anybody

ST make connections
ST make connections
Extension as lA
Extension as lA
Extension as lA
ST make connections
ST make connections
ST make connections

3. That's true. I enjoy how they
challenge each other whenever I give a
project I try to give different ways they
can demonstrate and you always have
the one kid who wants to bring in their
project early because its just so good
and then the others kids want to do
better and its like they are always trying
to do, having them in the classroom
together challenges them to do better

ST challenge ST
Vary products as lA
ST challenge ST
ST challenge ST

1. it sounds like X
2. and questions they always question
everything instead of staying okay I'm
absorbing it or sitting there idle they are
sitting there questioning everything
little thing

Discussions as lA
ST active learners
ST question as lA
ST question as lA
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1. oh one more thing we did a little
inventory of their learning styles, not X
but I ah one student is I gathered that he
had a photographic memory so it was
confirmed by the counselor and the
way that is instructed now is through
literature, and that's the only way that
he can learn and in that respect it is
kinda neat just to say today we are
going to learn about Greece and roman
architecture and here you go is this
book and he just blows everyone way

Learning style inventory
asiA
Learning style as lA
Learning style as lA
Learning style as lA

3. that's awesome
ME: How do you vary the instructional
pace for gifted learners?
1. I don't

No varying of
instructional pace (IP)

3. I've had some pre-assessing but I
find it just so difficult urn the ranges
are just I'm going to divert just a little
bit but in the book that I read about the
gifted cluster model speaks of not
having so big of range in the classroom
I have an extremely large range of
students in my classroom which makes
it extremely difficult for me to do what
I would like to do for my students so
urn you know I team teacher so we
group them by ability in content areas
and the group that is higher does it
faster than the lower so that's one way I
think the reading instruction I think
having the homogenous reading group
they are allowed to progress faster if
they need to, I don't know what
question that would have answered but
it needs to be looked at more closely
the range of kids you are getting
because it makes it extremely difficult
you know if you have kids who are off
the chart with very very low kids all in

Pre-assessment as IP
Large ranges of abilities
make it difficult to
differentiate
GCT self-taught on
cluster model
Cluster model shouldn't
have large ranges of
abilities
Large ranges of abilities
make it difficult to
differentiate
GCT has difficulty in
differentiating
Flexible grouping to vary
IP
Flexible grouping to vary
IP
Homogenous grouping to
varyiP
Large ranges of abilities
make it difficult to
differentiate
Large range of abilities
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same classroom

make it difficult to
differentiate

1. that's why schools at the elementary
level are so important because you
would be able to put all of those kids in
one area it's a shame that's what we
need

Gifted schools are
important for gifted
Homogenous grouping to
benefit gifted

2. I just plan for the general and see
where they are at and then, I know my
math curriculum so well that I can
move it up a notch or spend more time
more deeply

Differentiate to vary IP
Differentiate to vary IP
Extend to vary IP
Enrich to vary IP

Me: to follow up on that the next
question How are gifted students
accelerated? What is the process? In
what areas and at what grade levels
does it occur?
1. acceleration programs for gifted
children?
3. hmmnmmm I don't see it at all

No acceleration of ST

2. I wasn't sure what acceleration was,
but now that they told me that urn what
it is I still don't know but that also
shows the deficit in the knowledge or
the communication of what the gifted
program is in Norfolk, or the lack
therefore gifted program

GCT unclear of what is
acceleration
GCT unclear ofwhat is
acceleration
GCT lack ofknowledge
of cluster model
GCT lack ofknowledge
of cluster model

1. lack of services.

Lack of services in
cluster model

3. lack of services.

Lack of services in
cluster model

4. lack of services.

Lack of services in
cluster model
Lack of services in

2. we aren't benefiting the children at
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all.

cluster model

1. according to Virginia section
whatever it is we are not in compliance.

Lack of compliance with
VA proposal

2. I think other cities do

Lack of compliance with
VA proposal

3. a better job at least

Lack of compliance with
VA proposal

Me: What differentiated materials do
you use to implement the curriculum
for gifted learners? What materials
.have you created for this purpose?

3. I use junior great books urn the kids
really like those, Jacobs ladder, reliable
websites to just show them to generate
images especially in science and social
studies they can see and urn I use those
in my classroom quite a bit

JR Great Books as
Differentiated Materials
(DM))
Jacobs Ladder as DM
Websites as DM
Websites as DM
Websites as DM

2. I use the regular math manipulatives
but I might use them in a different ways
like urn the base ten blocks into
decimals, and actually I have them
create a lot of the questions, or cards or
games that we use in the classroom and
they are creating their own
manipulatives

Manipulative as DM
Manipulative as DM
Questions as DM
Manipulative as DM

3. I had them urn they did powerpoint
presentations and presented them to the
class on the specific material that I had
assigned they really enjoyed that.

Powerpoint as DM
Independent Study as
DM

1. we do junior great books, Jacobs
ladder, urn they do a lot ofwebquests
they work in teams, first in math, they
have a monthly project that they have
to do outside of the regular curriculum
they usually have parental involvement,
they are things that they cant do

JR Great Books as DM

Jacobs Ladder as DM
Webquests as DM
Shared Inquiry as DM
Independent Study as
DM
Parental Su_££ort outside
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without the assisted with the parents,
and all of them comply with that, and
enjoy that

of classroom as DM
ST enjoy challenge

1. Urn and they do make a lot of their
materials, one neat thing that they came
up with is each week they will come in
with something that is really important
to them and they will write a petition,
and write a little synopsis on it ,like
don't kill flies, and here's why and if
you agree with me and they other kids
get to come up and sign if they are
agree and we do things like that a lot,
one thing that we do talent show at the
end ofthe day and they just get up and
just and sign to show they are not just
academically gifted but also talented in
other ways

ST created materials as
DM
Independent Study as
DM
ST lead discussions
Talent show
Gifted academically and
talented

2. we also have Hands-On-Equations

Hands-On-Equations as
DM

that allow the gifted kids to excel more
than
ME: last question What instructional
approaches are most successful in
working with the gifted? Why?
3. I think the best instructional practices
is choice just allowing the kids to
choose whenever possible and ifthere's
a different way to urn produce
something or a different way you know
they should be allowed to choose, to
me that just sums it up
2. I think that with my students they
learn better when we just have open
discussions and just stem from
whatever we are discussing and just
stem and free flow just ask questions
and we discuss it and they think I think
they do gain a lot more knowledge that
way and are more into whatever we are
doing. They do better when they are
doing their own thing and creating

Choice as instructional
practice (IP)

Choice as IP
Choice as IP
Choice as IP
Discussions as IP
Discussions as IP
Discussions as IP
Shared Inquiry as IP
Discussions as IP
Independent study as IP
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learning tools
1. I think choice dialogue I don't want
to take her answer it's a good answer
but I think I like Jacob's ladder because
it really lets them look at literature in
different ways, and hard literature,
difficult pieces and I think allowing
them to be creative, and fun and silly,
it's a lot of fun for me and for them,
and they aren't all uptight

Choice as IP
Jacob's Ladder as IP
Literature as IP
Creativity as IP
ST have fun learning so
does OCT
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